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ABSTRACT
Cote, John A . , M.A., 1978 Interpersonal Communication
The E ffects o f  Communication S k i l ls  Training on the Accuracy o f 
Interpersonal Perception, and Important Interpersonal Relationships
D irec to r: W illiam W. Wilmot
The purpose o f  the study was to examine the e ffe c ts  o f  communication 
s k i l l s  t ra in in g  (In terpersonal Communication 110 a t the U n ive rs ity  
o f Montana) on the accuracy o f interpersonal perception and important 
interpersonal re la t io n sh ip s .
Two groups o f students and th e i r  fr iends were u t i l i z e d  as subjects 
in  a quasi-experimental design which prevented the experimenter 
from randomly assigning subjects to  experimental and con tro l con­
d i t io n s ,  or randomly assigning conditions to the groups.
Pretests and posttests on the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory 
(BLRI) were administered to  the s ig n i f ic a n t  others o f  students in 
both the experimental (In terpersonal Communication 110) and contro l 
(Interpersonal Communication 111) conditions. These scores were 
u t i l i z e d  using an analysis o f  covariance technique to  determine i f  
any s ig n i f ic a n t  changes occurred as a re s u lt  o f t ra in in g .  Pretests 
and posttests on an experimenter modified version o f  the BLRI were 
administered to a l l  experimental and contro l students. This experi­
menter modified BLRI d irected subjects to p red ic t how th e i r  s ig ­
n i f ic a n t  other perceived the sub jec t 's  a t t i tu d e s  and behaviors in 
th e i r  interpersonal re la t io n sh ip  w ith  the s ig n i f ic a n t  others. These 
were'then corre lated w ith the s ig n i f ic a n t  o ther 's  BLRI pretests and 
posttests to assess the accuracy o f  interpersonal perception o f the 
experimental and contro l subjects on both the pre and posttes ts .
Results indicated tha t only one o f the s ix  hypothesized improve­
ments in the importance o f the re la t io n sh ip  occurred. This was on 
the Level o f Regard scale o f  the BLRI, which was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
improved a t the time o f  pos ttes ting  fo r  the experimental group.
No hypothesized improvement in  the accuracy o f interpersonal 
perception occurred. Experimental subjects however had la rger 
co rre la t io ns  than the con tro ls  on a l l  o f  the 12 co rre la t io n s  in  
the pre tes t and posttes t.
Students in  the experimental group were found to  be s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
b e tte r  in accuracy in  interpersonal perception a t  the very outset 
o f the study however, and th e i r  interpersonal re la t ion sh ips  w ith 
th e i r  s ig n i f ic a n t  others was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  be tte r than those o f the 
contro ls  a t the s ta r t  o f the study. I t  was evident th a t the two 
groups did not represent the same population. The fa i lu r e  to obtain 
s ig n i f ic a n t  resu lts  a t  the time o f  posttes ting  was no doubt due to 
c e i l in g  e ffec ts  and s ta t is t ic a l  regression.
D irections fo r  fu tu re ,  more valuable research were suggested.
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CHAPTER I 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
Purpose o f the Study
The purpose o f  th is  study was to  examine the e ffe c ts  o f  a 
modified encounter group (Interpersonal Communication 110 a t the 
U n ive rs ity  o f Montana) on the accuracy o f  interpersonal perception 
and important interpersonal re la t io n sh ip s .
Research in  the area o f  encounter groups, s e n s i t iv i t y  t ra in in g  
and T group t ra in in g  is  growing yea rly  (Gibb, 1974), and many o f  the 
methodological problems which plagued the e a r l ie s t  work have begun 
to be solved (Smith, 1975a). Yet one of the most important aspects 
o f encounter group and s e n s i t iv i t y  t ra in in g  has yet to  be successfu lly  
attacked. As Smith (1975a) notes, inherent in  the name s e n s i t iv i t y  
tra in in g  is  the assumption th a t  by providing people w ith t ra in in g ,  
they w i l l  become more sens it ive  to themselves and to  others. Do 
s e n s i t iv i t y  t ra in in g ,  and encounter group tra in in g  a c tu a l ly  make people 
more sensitive? Does i t  improve th e i r  perceptual a b i l i t ie s ?  Smith 
states "Studies which v a l id ly  te s t  fo r  more precise changes such as 
increased accuracy o f perception o f o thers, are s t i l l  not a v a i la b le . "  
(p. 510). The fa c t  is ,  we simply do not know how encounter group 
experience e ffec ts  the accuracy o f  interpersonal perception.
1
2
Research by others (Burke and Bennis, 1961; Danish, 1971;
Foulds, 1973; Foulds, Girona, and Guinan, 1970; Gassner, Gold,
Snadowsky, and B lekin , 1964; Grater, 1959; Harrison, 1962, Hewitt 
and K ra ft ,  1973; Hofstede, 1975; and Snadowsky and Belkin 1974) tends 
to ind ica te  tha t people's perceptual a t t i tu d e s  o f other persons, e ith e r  
ins ide  o f the group i t s e l f ,  or outside the group are changed by sen­
s i t i v i t y  or encounter group t ra in in g .  They do not agree on the d ire c t io n  
o f change. Most sources found tha t others are perceived more p o s i t iv e ly  
while other studies found them perceived less p o s i t iv e ly .  Group 
tra in in g  does then e f fe c t  peoples a f fe c t iv e  states concerning other 
people. But whether the changes are due to  greater accuracy on the part 
o f the p a rt ic ipa n ts  or not, again we do not know.
A second and re la ted question deals w ith  the e f fe c t  o f group ex­
perience on the important interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  tha t a person has 
before entering in to  the group s i tu a t io n .  Lee (1969), and Bunker (1965) 
have both looked in to  th is  area and have found s ig n i f ic a n t  changes in 
re la t ion sh ips  outside o f  the group experience. Bunkers' f ind ings  re ­
la te  to co-workers and Lees' re la te  to roommates. These two studies 
both suggest th a t there is  a p o s it ive  e f fe c t  o f  group experience on 
outside re la t io n sh ip s . Smith (1976a), in  his review o f con tro lled  
studies d id not however f in d  a s ing le  study which met his c r i t e r i a  fo r  
con tro l and duration o f t im ing , which addressed the question. A lso, 
the considerations re la t in g  to  demand c h a ra c te r is t ic s  which can e f fe c t
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any experiment in  the socia l sciences as suggested by Adair (1973) 
must be considered, because the co-workers and roommates o f  Lees' 
and Bunkers' subjects were f u l l y  aware th a t these people had par­
t ic ip a te d  in  the experience, and tha t some changes might in  fa c t  occur 
fo r  tha t reason alone.
I t  is  the in te n t  o f th is  study to begin the process o f  developing 
a method to o b je c t iv e ly  measure accuracy of interpersonal perception, 
and the q u a l i ty  o f interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  as they are affected 
by the process o f  encounter group t ra in in g .  This method must include 
communication research, a coorien ta tiona l perspective, and must in te ­
grate several components o f  the broad l i t e r a tu r e  and theory o f person 
perception.
Hypotheses to  be Tested
On the basis o f research already noted, as well as th a t to  be 
presented in  Chapter I I :  A Review o f Related L i te ra tu re ,  the
fo llow ing  hypotheses can be stated.
H-j: The interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  o f experimental
subjects w i l l  improve s ig n i f ic a n t ly  compared to 
the interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  o f c o n tro ls ,  as 
measured by the s ix  scales of the Barrett-Lennard 
Relationship Inventory f i l l e d  out by the subjects 
s ig n i f ic a n t  o th e rs .
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H : The interpersonal perception o f the experimental
subjects w i l l  improve s ig n i f ic a n t ly  compared to the 
interpersonal perception o f  the contro l group subjects 
as measured by co r re la t in g  the subjects scores on the 
Modified Barrett-Lennard Relationship inventory, w ith 
the Relationship Inventories f i l l e d  out by th e i r  
s ig n i f ic a n t  others.
Conceptual and Operational D e f in it io n s  o f  Variables
The independent variab le  in  th is  study is  a modified encounter 
group, Interpersonal Communication 110, In troduction  to Human Communi­
cation Relationships. The class was taught by Dr. Les lie  Baxter,
Barbara Bender, and John Cote spring quarte r, 1976, a t the U n ive rs ity  
o f Montana. Interpersonal Communication 110 consists o f a number o f 
exercises, and group experiences designed to  help people become more 
congruent in  th e i r  communication behavior, and b e tte r  understand them­
selves as well as other people. As in  a l l  group s i tu a t io n s ,  no two 
groups are a l ik e ,  even i f  the basic content o f  the groups are. Since 
people in the groups are in d iv id u a ls ,  and therefore react d i f fe r e n t ly  
to s t im u l i ,  i t  is  safe to assume as well th a t  every group experience 
w i l l  be d i f fe re n t  fo r  every ind iv id ua l who pa rt ic ipa tes  in  i t .  To 
f a c i l i t a t e  the process o f examining the nature o f the independent va r ia b le , 
Appendix 1, w ith  examples o f d a i ly  class a c t iv i t ie s  done in  each o f 
the three sections has been included. This provides the reader an 
opportun ity  to  examine the s im i la r i t ie s  and d ifferences between the 
d i f fe re n t  group experiences.
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There are two dependent variables in  th is  study. F i r s t ,  is  
accuracy o f  interpersonal perception, and second, is  improvement in  
interpersonal re la t ion sh ips .
Accuracy o f  interpersonal perception was defined as the agree­
ment between the subject and the s ig n i f ic a n t  other on the s ig n i f ic a n t  
o th e r 's  perception o f the subject in  th e i r  re la t io n sh ip s .  This was 
assessed by c o r re la t in g  the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory 
(BLRI) f i l l e d  out by the s ig n i f ic a n t  o thers, w ith  the Modified B a rre t t -  
Lennard Relationship Inventories f i l l e d  out by the subjects.
Improvement in  interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  was defined as the 
degree to which the BLRI scales on the p re tes t are lower fo r  the s ig ­
n i f ic a n t  o thers, than they are a t the pos ttes t. Thus, the higher 
the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory scale, the greater the q u a l i ty  
o f  the re la t io n s h ip .
The Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory is  the measure de­
veloped by G. T. Barrett-Lennard (1962) which consists o f f iv e  scales 
designed to measure some o f the components th a t  Rogers (1957) con­
sidered to be necessary fo r  therapeutic  change. These f iv e  scales 
are: Empathy, Level o f  Regard, U ncond it iona lity  o f Regard, Congruence,
and w il l ingness  to be known. In some cases, the sum to ta l  o f  these 
f iv e  scales has been u t i l i z e d  as a s ix th ,  or global measure o f the 
q u a l i ty  o f a re la t io n s h ip .  This was also the case in  th is  study.
(See Appendix 3).
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Empathy may be defined as the extent to which a person is  con­
scious o f the immediate awareness o f  another person. Empathy here 
is a s p e c if ic  t r a i t  which re fe rs  to the a b i l i t y  o f  the sub ject to 
understand the perceived fee lings o f the s ig n i f ic a n t  o ther. The term 
Empathy is  often used in  person perception research as a general t r a i t .  
That is  not i t s  meaning here.
Level o f Regard may be defined as the value o f  fee lings  in  a re ­
la t io n s h ip .  This value may be e i th e r  po s it ive  or negative. I t  re fe rs  
to the s ig n i f ic a n t  o the r 's  perception o f  the subject in  th e i r  re la t io n ­
ship.
U ncond it iona lity  o f Regard may be defined as the extent to  which 
a person's regard fo r  another is  consis tent in the re la t io n s h ip .  That 
is ,  the person's regard is  always p o s it iv e ,  or always negative, and 
th a t  i t  doesn't vary considerably because i t  is  not dependent upon the 
behavior o f the other person in the re la t io n sh ip .  In th is  study, i t  
re fe rs  to  the s ig n i f ic a n t  o th e r 's  perception o f the subject in  th e i r  
re la t io n s h ip .
Congruence may be defined as the extent to which a person in  a 
re la t io n s h ip  is  consis tent in his fee l ings  and behaviors. I f  a person 
fee ls  f ru s t ra t io n ,  he w i l l  communicate th a t f r u s t ra t io n ,  the same being 
true  o f  other fee lings and behaviors. In th is  study, congruence re fe rs  
to the fee lings  and behaviors o f the subjects as perceived by the s ig ­
n i f ic a n t  others in th e i r  re la t io n s h ip .
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Willingness to Be Known is  the degree to  which one person is  
w i l l in g  to discuss himself w ith  another person. This area re la tes  
very c lose ly  w ith  the research on se lf -d is c lo s u re  (see fo r  example 
the work o f  Cozby, 1973, Jourard, 1968, or Jourard, 1971). In th is  
study i t  w i l l  re fe r  to  the perception o f  the s ig n i f ic a n t  other o f  the 
sub jec t 's  behavior in  th e i r  re la t io n sh ip .
The experimenter Modified Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory 
is  the measure th a t w i l l  be completed by the subjects in  the study.
I t  corresponds d i r e c t ly  w ith  the Barrett-Lennard f i l l e d  out by the 
sub jec t 's  s ig n i f ic a n t  others. I t  consists o f  the same s ix  scales,
Level o f Regard, Empathy, Congruence, U ncond it iona li ty  o f Regard, 
and Willingness to Be Known, and the to ta l  scale. Each item however 
re fe rs  to the s ig n i f ic a n t  o the r 's  perception o f the a tt itude s  and 
s k i l l s  o f the person f i l l i n g  out the modified measure (See Appendix 4).
Interpersonal Perception can be defined as the agreement between 
the subject and his s ig n i f ic a n t  other on the subjects view o f the s ig ­
n i f ic a n t  o th e r 's  perception o f the a t t i tu d e s  and s k i l l s  o f  the sub ject. 
The higher the c o r re la t io n  between the measures f i l l e d  out by these 
two people, the b e tte r  the perception o f  the sub ject.
CHAPTER I I  
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
History  and Background o f Encounter
Encounter groups, l ik e  other socia l groups e x is t  to help people 
solve problems. Groups o f  one kind or another have existed since 
time began, but encounter is  a new development th a t  had much o f i t s 1 
impetus in  the la te  1940's w ith the National T ra in ing Laboratory 
(NTL) a t Bethe l, Maine.
The f i r s t  forerunner o f the T-Group (Tra in ing Group) was a 
special conference fo r  adu lt education ca lled  by Leland Brandford in 
1946. Attending were such notable persons as Kurt Lewin, and Kenneth 
Benne. Using an unobtrusive measurement technique (s ta t io n in g  men 
and women in the restrooms between meetings) Bradford found tha t people 
d id not ta lk  about materia l from the conference le c tu re s , but did ta lk  
about th e i r  small work groups (Bradford, 1967). The researchers, 
Bradford, L i p p i t t , Benne, and Lewin were holding feedback sessions 
w ith  the remaining members o f  the research s t a f f  when conference par­
t ic ip a n ts  asked to attend. The feedback they received excited them 
more than anything they had done to tha t time, and fo llow ing  the con­
ference Bradford, and Benne talked w ith  Lewin about doing the same 
th ing on a national le ve l.
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The f i r s t  NTL T-Group was held in 1947, using the basic in ­
formation learned in  1946, in  conjunction w ith  the Research Center 
fo r  Group Dynamics, run by Lewin a t MIT. Over the years, NTL had 
modified i t s  groups, and extended i t s  a c t iv i t ie s  in to  the NTL 
In s t i t u te  fo r  Applied Behavioral Science (Bradford, 1967).
Simultaneously w ith  the NTL Developments, Rogers (1970), and 
his associates a t the U n ive rs ity  o f Chicago Counseling Center began 
t ra in in g  masters degree candidates in  in tens ive  group se tt ings  in  an 
e f f o r t  to prepare them fo r  the problems faced by the GI's re turn ing  
from World War I I .  Rogers noted, " I t  provided many deep and meaning­
fu l  experience fo r  the tra inees , and was so successful in  a sequence 
o f  groups o f personal counselors th a t  our s ta f f  continued to use the 
procedure in  summer workshops th e re a f te r " ,  (p. 4).
Since these early  beginnings a t NTL and the U n ive rs ity  o f  Chicago, 
group procedures and emphasis have spread in  many d ire c t io n s . Group 
se tt ings  are ava ilab le  today almost anywhere in  the nation. Synanon,
A1anon, Human Relations T ra in ing , S e n s i t iv i ty  t ra in in g ,  Sensory 
awareness, Gestalt groups, T-Groups, and basic encounter groups have
a l l  evolved in  the past 30 years.
Much o f the e a r l ie s t  data and indeed much recent l i t e r a tu r e  as 
w e l l ,  re la ted  to encounter groups is  of a testim onia l nature (Diamond 
and Shapiro, 1975). People speaking out about how groups have changed 
th e i r  l ive s  fo r  the be tte r or fo r  the worst. Gibb (1974), points
out tha t before 1965, only 54 studies had been done on the e ffe c ts  o f
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group t ra in in g ,  while by 1972, the number had r isen to 336, and i t  is  
safe to assume th a t tha t number is s te a d i ly  growing.
D e f in it io n s  and Assumptions
With a l l  the d iv e rs i ty  in  group types, a standard d e f in i t io n  o f
the nature o f  s e n s i t iv i t y  t ra in in g  is  becoming harder to a r r iv e  a t
a l l  o f  the time. Smith (1975a) in  an e f f o r t  to do so states the
fo llow ing  three po ints.
I t  is  a "process which (a) occurs in  small 
groups, (b) involves the examination o f 
interpersonal re la t io n s  among members o f 
each group, and (c) extends i t s  membership 
to include those not undergoing psychotherapy.
(p. 597)
The problem w ith  Smith's d e f in i t io n  is  th a t each o f i t s  parts require
fu r th e r  d e f in i t io n  themselves. How small (or large) is  a "small"
group? In what ways do people examine th e i r  interpersonal re la tions?
How does one define the term psychotherapy?
By viewing the above d e f in i t io n ,  i t  is  d i f f i c u l t  i f  not impossible
to  understand the process o f encounter. Perhaps an easier way is  to
examine some o f the common threads which Rogers sees as consistent
across group types.
"A f a c i l i t a t o r  can develop, in  a group which 
meets in te n s iv e ly ,  a psychological c lim ate o f 
safe ty  in  which freedom o f expression and re ­
duction o f  defensiveness gradually occur.
" In  such a psychological c limate many o f the 
immediate fee l ing  reactions o f each member toward 
others, and o f  each member toward h im se lf, tend to 
be expressed.
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"A climate o f  mutual t r u s t  develops out o f  th is  
mutual freedom to express real fe e l in g s , po s it ive  
and negative. Each member moves toward greater 
acceptance o f his to ta l  be ing--emotional, in ­
te l le c tu a l ,  and phys ica l—as i t  i s ,  inc lud ing i t s  
p o te n t ia l .
"With ind iv id ua ls  less in h ib i te d  by defensive r i g i d i t y ,  
the p o s s ib i l i t y  o f change in  personal a t t i tu d e s  and 
behavior, in  professional methods, in adm in is tra tive  
procedures and re la t ionsh ips  becomes less threatening.
"With the reduction o f  defensive r i g i d i t y ,  in d iv id ua ls  
can hear each o ther, can learn from each o ther, to  a. 
greater extent.
"There is  a development o f  feedback from one person to 
another, such th a t each ind iv id ua l learns how he 
appears to others and what impact he has in  in te r ­
personal re la t io n sh ip s .
"With th is  greater freedom and improved communication, 
new ideas, new concepts, new d ire c tion s  emerge.
Innovation can become a des irab le  ra ther than 
threatening p o s s ib i l i t y .
"These learnings in  the group experience tend to 
carry over, tem porarily  or more permanently, in to  
the re la t ionsh ips  w ith  spouse, ch i ld ren , students, 
subordinates, peers, and even superiors fo llow ing  
the group experience".
(p. 7-8)
Campbell and Dunnette(1968) also sta te  8 major assumptions about
the group process, but they are not the same as those o f Rogers,
though there are o f  course several s im i la r i t ie s .  Campbell and Dunnette
o f fe r  these assumptions:
"1. A substantia l number o f group members when 
confronted w ith o thers ' behaviors and fee lings in 
an atmosphere o f psychological sa fe ty , can produce 
a r t ic u la te  and construc tive  feedback.
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"2. A s ig n i f ic a n t  number o f group members can agree on 
the major aspects o f a p a r t ic u la r  in d iv id u a l 's  be­
havior exh ib ited  in  the group s i tu a t io n .  C erta in ly  
a complete concensus is  not to be expected, but ne ither 
must the feedback go o f f  in a l l  d ire c t io n s . A certa in  
degree o f  commonality is necessary i f  the feedback is 
to be he lp fu l fo r  the in d iv id u a l.
"3. Feedback is  r e la t iv e ly  complete and deals w ith 
s ig n i f ic a n t  aspects o f the in d iv id u a l 's  behavior.
"4. The behavior emitted in  the group is  s u f f ic ie n t ly  
representative o f behavior outside the group so tha t 
learning occurring w ith in  the group w i l l  carry over 
or t ra n s fe r .
"5. Psychological safety can be achieved re la t iv e ly  
qu ick ly  ( in  a matter of a few hours) among e i th e r  
complete strangers or among associates who have had 
varying types and degrees o f  interpersonal in te ra c t io n .
"6. Almost everyone i n i t i a l l y  lacks in terpersonal com­
petence; tha t is ,  ind iv id ua ls  tend to have d is to r ted  
self- images, fa u l ty  perceptions, and poor communication 
s k i l l s .
"7. Anxiety f a c i l i t a t e s  new learn ing .
"8. F in a l ly ,  t ra n s fe r  fo r  t ra in in g  occurs between the 
c u ltu ra l  is land and the "back home" s i tu a t io n " .
(p. 77)
Taken as a whole, these assumptions o f  Rogers, and Campbell and 
Dunnette w i l l  probably s a t is fy  most i f  not a l l  o f  the persons in ­
volved in the process o f providing encounter group, and s e n s i t iv i t y  
types o f  experiences.
The Independent Variable
The ways in  which these assumptions and common threads are im­
plemented w ith in  the group d i f fe r s  g re a t ly .  Encounter techniques vary 
from nude encounters and marathon groups to  h igh ly  s tructures and
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t i g h t l y  organized group experiences l ik e  those found in  Structured 
Experiences by P fe i f fe r  and Jones (1969, 1970, 1971, 1972).
As is  obvious by now, the i n a b i l i t y  o f researchers, and group 
tra in e rs  to d is t in c t l y  define encounter, or the process i t  consists 
o f  is  the greatest s ing le  problem facing experimental research in th is  
area. Since the ind iv idua l nature o f  groups seems to defy d e f in i t io n ,  
i t  also prevents adequate s p e c if ic a t io n  o f the encounter group, T-Group 
or s e n s i t iv i t y  t ra in in g  as an independent va r iab le . Gibb (1974), in 
his review o f the experimental l i t e r a tu r e  discusses the extremely wide 
range o f d ifferences in  one simple aspect o f the group experience, the 
amount o f time involved in  the t ra in in g  process. Some group sessions 
he stated were as short as 5 minutes ( ! ) ,  while some marathon sessions 
lasted over 30 hours. Not only does the duration o f in d iv id u a l sessions 
vary considerably, to ta l  t ra in in g  time fo r  groups stretches from an 
hour or less, to 60 hours or more. The se tt ings  o f  group meetings also 
vary considerable. Some are re s id e n t ia l  se tt ings where people are 
away from home and business, as a t NTL at Bethel, Maine, or Esalen in 
C a l i fo rn ia .  Others are established and conducted in  the business o r ­
ganization i t s e l f .  S t i l l  o ther groups are operated w ith in  schools and 
u n iv e rs i t ie s  across the country.
Not only are there vast d iffe rences in s e t t in g ,  session length, 
and to ta l  time o f t ra in in g ,  what happens in ind iv idua l sessions varies 
as much, or more. Many researchers and authors (Cooper, 1975; Gibb, 
1974; Lieberman, 1975; Lieberman, Yalom and M iles, 1973; M iles, 1975;
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Ross, K l ig fe ld ,  and Whitman, 1971; Rowan, 1975; Schutz, 1975; Smith, 
1975b; and Yalom and Lieberman, 1971) who have studied casualties o f
i
group experiences suggest tha t a major fa c to r  involved is the, s ty le  
o f  ind iv idua l t ra in e r .  His (or her) behaviors w i l l  be a major fa c to r  
determining whether the e ffe c ts  o f a group w i l l  be pos it ive  or negative 
on the group p a r t ic ip a n ts .
With so much d iv e rs i ty  in group types, i t  is  l i t t l e  wonder tha t 
research on group outcomes have been so varied . Experimenters have 
created a new black box. They measure what goes in ,  measure what comes 
out, but seldom specify  the independent var iab le  which is  assumed to 
cause changes between pre and post measures.
In the present study, an attempt was made to  be tte r id e n t i f y  the 
independent va r iab le . Appendix 1 contains a l i s t  o f a c t iv i t ie s  fo r  
each o f the sections o f  Interpersonal Communication 110, used fo r  the 
study. Each class met s ix  hours per week (three sessions o f  two hours 
each) fo r  ten weeks. Because o f scheduling and ho lidays, each group 
met fo r  twenty-seven sessions, fo r  a to ta l  o f  54 hours.
Outcomes o f  Encounter
In th e i r  1968 review o f the l i t e r a tu r e ,  Campbell and Dunnette 
developed a l i s t  o f s ix  major desired outcomes, or goals o f the encounter 
process. They w i l l  be quoted in part because they are the best s ta te ­
ment ava ilab le  to date.
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"1. Increased s e l f - in s ig h t  or self-awareness concerning 
one's own behavior and i t s  meaning in  a socia l context.
"2. Increased s e n s i t iv i t y  to the behavior o f others.
This goal is  c lose ly  linked w ith the above. I t  re fers 
f i r s t  to the development o f an increased awareness o f 
the f u l l  range o f communicative s t im u li  emitted by 
other persons (voice in f le c t io n s ,  fa c ia l  expressions, 
bod ily  p o s it ions , and other contextual fa c to rs ,  in 
add it ion  to the actual choice o f words) and second, to  the 
development o f the a b i l i t y  to in fe r  accurate ly the 
emotional or non-cognitive basis fo r  interpersonal 
communications. This goal is  very s im i la r  to the 
concept o f empathy as i t  is  used by c l in ic a l  and 
counseling psycholog ists, tha t is  the a b i l i t y  to  in fe r  
c o r re c t ly  what another person is fe e l in g .
"3. Increased awareness and understanding o f  the types 
o f processes th a t f a c i l i t a t e  or i n h ib i t  group function ing  
and the in te ra c t io n s  between d i f fe re n t  groups...
"4. Heightened d iagnostic  s k i l l  in  s o c ia l,  in te rp e r ­
sonal, and in tergroup s i tu a t io n s .
"5. Increased action s k i l l .
"6. Learning how to learn. This does not re fe r  to  an 
in d iv id u a l ’ s cogn it ive  approach to the world, but ra ther 
to his a b i l i t y  to analyze co n t in u a lly  his own in te r ­
personal behavior fo r  the purpose o f  helping himself 
and others achieve more e f fe c t iv e  and s a t is fy in g  in te r ­
personal re la t io n sh ip s ."
Since the goals stated above are extremely broad, and lacking in
concreteness, i t  is  very d i f f i c u l t  to opera tiona lize  and measure th e i r
attainment as a re s u l t  o f  the group experience.
Gibb (1974) reports th a t,
"more than 300 d i f fe re n t  dependent va r iab le  measures 
were used in  studies I examined. The re su lts  can 
only be summarized here. Investiga to rs  report 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t  increases in such variables 
as r is k  tak ing, expressed warmth and caring , empathy, 
in te rna l c o n tro l,  s e l f  esteem, congruence in  s e l f  and
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ideal-concept, interpersonal s e n s i t iv i t y ,  problem 
solv ing s k i l l s ,  expressiveness, t r u s t ,  spontaneity, 
democratic behavior, number o f  innovations, genuine­
ness, e tc . S ta t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t  decreases are 
reported in such variables as fee lings  o f anx ie ty , 
r i g i d i t y ,  ra c ia l p re jud ice , discomfort w ith  fe e l in g s , 
dogmatism, and a l ie n a t io n .
"The re su lts  however are by no means always s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s ig n i f ic a n t .  S e lf acceptance fo r  instance was measured 
as a dependent variab le  in  41 s tud ies, showing p o s it ive  
changes in 21, and no change in 20".
(p. 156)
Out o f the 100 con tro lled  studies examined by Smith (1975a),
78 had p o s it ive  outcomes. In 31 more which did fo l lo w  ups, a t one 
month or more, fo l low ing  the group experience, 21 showed s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe rences between experimental and contro l sub jects.
In te rp re ta t io n  o f the Outcomes o f  Encounter
With the broad d iv e rs i ty  in  group types, and the wide range o f 
variables examined, i t  is  easy to  understand how ind iv idua l group s tud ies, 
as well as the vast l i t e r a tu r e  is  d i f f i c u l t  i f  not impossible to in te rp re t .  
Further, the nature o f the data, in most cases being found from s e l f  
report pe rsona lity  questionnaires, and experimenter designed semantic 
d i f f e r e n t ia l  and Q so rt techniques increases the d i f f i c u l t y .  Very fee 
studies have ever attempted to  obtain an ob jec t ive  behavioral measure, 
and those tha t have, also face in te rp re ta t io n  problems.
The major reason fo r  these problems is  the fa c t  tha t th e o re t ica l 
developments in  research and tra in in g  have not kept pace w ith  the 
socia l development o f encounter as a medium in  education, business,
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in s t i t u t io n a l ,  and therapeutic  care se tt ings . This lack o f theory 
allows experimenters to  claim po s it ive  re s u lts ,  regardless o f  the 
change, and in fa c t ,  in some instances when there is  in  fa c t  no change 
a t a l l .  Bunker (1965) and Boyd and E l l i s  (1962) make th is  claim and 
w ith some v a l id i t y ,  since much o f the learn ing th a t takes place in 
the group atmosphere is  based on the needs o f  the in d iv id u a ls  involved. 
As a whole, the in d iv id u a ls  need changes in  d i f fe r e n t  d ire c t io n s . Thus, 
s h i f ts  by ind iv id ua ls  in  both d ire c tion s  w i l l  cancel each other out. 
Harrison (1971), suggests th a t i t  is  not impossible fo r  subjects to 
make pos it ive  s ig n i f ic a n t  s h i f ts  on both s e l f -c o n tro l  and spontaneity, 
which are generally considered po lar opposites.
One o f the reasons th is  s l ig h t  o f  hand t r i c k  is possible is  tha t
using s e l f  report data, changes in  e i th e r  d ire c t io n  fo l low ing  the group
experience can be seen as p o s it iv e .  Harrison (1971), fo r  example
suggests tha t the process o f  change i t s e l f  can lead to
"greater v a r ia b i l i t y  and inconsistency in  values; 
and perceptions; and a higher level o f  asp ira t io n  
fo r  the q u a l i ty  o f interpersonal re la t io n sh ip s .
These might well be accompanied by higher leve ls  
o f anxiety and discomfort around the in d iv id u a l 's  
s e l f  concept and his interpersonal re la t io n s h ip s " .
(p. 76).
■ Cooper (1975), suggests th a t poorer scores on a s e l f  concept 
measure, or pe rsona lity  scale might not be poorer a t a l l .  The in te n t 
o f s e l f  concept scales, is  a f te r  a l l  usually  apparent. A person who 
fee ls  very threatened by a poor s e l f  concept is  probably not going to 
f i l l  out tha t scale accurate ly. Since one o f  the common threads
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running through group work is  s e l f  acceptance, a lower score on a 
pe rsona lity  or s e l f  concept scale a f te r  a group experience may simply 
measure greater s e l f  acceptance, and "w il l ingness to admit more 
psycho log ica lly  threatening materia l to  one's consciousness", (p. 251).
Amith (1975b) suggests th a t  one o f  the behavioral measures used 
by those attempting to show adverse e ffe c ts  in encounter group 
t ra in in g  is  also un in te rp re tab le , fo r  much the same reason. I f  seeking 
professional counseling, or other assistance is  the behavioral measure, 
such action again may be s e l f  acceptance o f  the need fo r  th a t pro­
fessional assistance. Likewise, w ith  more and more people entering 
professional re la t io n sh ip s , not because o f  emergency problems, but 
because o f a desire to  take advantage o f  th is  means o f  personal growth, 
a person may a c tu a l ly  be demonstrating greater health and a desire fo r  
s e l f  a c tu a l iz a t io n .
Perception and Group Research
As pointed out by Smith (1975a) and Campbell and Dunnette (1968),
even though accuracy o f interpersonal perception is  a c ru c ia l issue
in group t ra in in g ,  l i t t l e  work has been done on th is  area to  date.
Campbell and Dunnette s ta te :
"T-Group advocates fo r c e fu l ly  c a l l  a t te n t io n  to 
the important ro le  played by interpersonal per­
ception in ge tt ing  to know and learning to  work 
co n s truc t ive ly  w ith  other people. They make i t  
the key to  developing mature and understanding 
in te ra c t io n  in  nearly a l l  human re la t ion sh ips .
As a consequence, the centra l focus o f T-Group 
t ra in in g  is  to  increase the level o f accuracy
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with which persons discern the a t t r ib u te s ,  a t t i tu d e s ,  
opin ions, fe e l in g s , and reactions o f others in  th e i r  
socia l and work environments".
(P. 79)
Yet they add "So fa r  most inves tiga to rs  have not attempted to 
cope w ith  the serious measurement and design problems inherent in 
th is  area", (p. 80).
Smith (1975a) using a strong c r i t e r ia  o f  adequate c o n tro l ,  and 
20 hours minimum o f group tra in in g  did not f in d  a s ing le  study which 
even tested to see i f  group pa rt ic ipa n ts  d id in  fa c t  perceive other 
persons more accurate ly.
As is  evident from the comments o f  the reviewers, there is  l i t t l e  
valuable l i t e r a tu r e  w ith in  ind iv idua l group experiments re la t in g  to 
the question a t hand. However, perception is  such an important area, 
several studies tha t deal w ith  a f fe c t iv e  perception w i l l  be discussed.
Foulds (1970, 1973), Foulds, Firona and Guinan (1970), and Foulds, 
Guinan, and Wareheim (1974), working w ith  college students in  g e s ta lt  
oriented marathon and weekly groups produced s ig n i f ic a n t  po s it ive  
changes in  a f fe c t iv e  s e n s i t iv i t y  scales toward s e l f  and others. They 
also found s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe rences on the POI (Personal O rientation 
Inventory). Grater (1959), also found p o s it ive  and s ig n i f ic a n t  
a t t i tu d e  s h i f ts  toward s e l f  and others, but did not contro l fo r  other 
fa c to rs .  Gassner, Gold, and Snadowsky (1964), conducted three d i f fe re n t  
studies on T-Group pa rt ic ip a n ts  from C ity  College o f New York. While 
they found s ig n i f ic a n t  changes between s e l f  and ideal s e l f ,  s e l f  and
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other a t t i tu d e s  fo r  the experimental group, contro l subjects demon­
stra ted equally s ig n i f ic a n t  changes and the d if fe ren ce  between ex­
perimental and contro l subjects was in s ig n i f ic a n t .  S ig n i f ic a n t  d i f ­
ferences between experimental and contro l subjects appeared only in 
the th i r d  study, where the measure re la ted to democratic s ty les  o f 
leadership.
The studies mentioned above show s ig n i f ic a n t ,  and in s ig n i f ic a n t  
changes in a t t i tu d e s  toward s e l f  and others as a re s u l t  o f  group ex­
perience. Harrison (1962), and Hofstede (1975) co n tra d ic t  th is  v/ork, 
and q u a l i fy  i t  g re a t ly .  In Harrison 's work, a t t i tu d e s  toward other 
members o f the group did improve as a re s u l t  o f  t ra in in g ,  however, 
a t t i tu d e s  toward others not present in the group showed a decline 
a f te r  t ra in in g .  Hofstede, working w ith  managers in  a re s id e n t ia l 
se tt in g  in  Switzerland found th a t a f te r  a three day personal managerial 
feedback group, managers showed a s ig n i f ic a n t  non-hypothesized s h i f t  
in  a t t i tu d e  away from th e i r  bosses. Examining th is  and other data, 
he postulated what he re ferred to  as the "cold shower e f fe c t " ,  tha t 
faces persons when they re turn  to  the everyday world away from the 
"safe" atmosphere o f the T-Group. Again, no c lea r cut conclusions 
about group outcomes presents i t s e l f .
A h igh ly re levant study germaine to one o f  the questions a t hand 
is  tha t o f Bunker (1965). The main reason Bunker's work takes on 
th is  importance is  th a t Bunker instead o f asking his tra inees i f  they 
had changed as a re s u l t  o f  the group experience, asked the tra inees,
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(and a matched contro l group's) coworkers i f  they perceived any 
changes in  the tra inees behavior. Bunkers work is  one o f  the f i r s t  
to  see i f  group experience and learn ing a c tu a l ly  does generalize from 
the group se tt in g  to  the everyday world outside o f  the group ex­
perience. Second, and what is  more important to the present research, 
Bunker's data is  not s e l f  report provided by the group p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  
but hopefully "ob jec t ive "  observations by people w ith  whom he in te r ­
acts d a i ly .  The re su lts  o f  Bunker's study were qu ite  c le a r.  Experi­
mental group subjects changed s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more than matched con tro ls . 
Some o f  the areas where these changes occurred were: receiv ing
communication, re la t io n a l f a c i l i t y ,  increased interdependence, s e l f  
c o n tro l ,  awareness o f behavior, s e n s i t iv i t y  to group process, sensi­
t i v i t y  to  o thers, acceptance o f o thers, to lerance o f  new inform ation, 
comfort, and in s ig h t in to  s e l f  and ro le .  The only possible problems 
w ith  Bunker's work w i l l  be discussed in  the next section on methodolo­
g ica l considerations fo r  group research.
Of the group research ava ilab le  only three studies deal w ith  the 
question o f improved accuracy. The e a r l ie s t  was done by Burke and 
Bennis (1961). Of f iv e  predicted re s u lts ,  the one o f  c ru c ia l importance 
to th is  study was tha t over time, the amount o f  v a r ia t io n  in  ra te rs  
ra t ings  o f other group members would decrease. This would be due to 
two fac to rs . F i r s t ,  as ind iv id ua ls  received more feedback from others, 
th e i r  behavior in  the group should become more cons is tent. Second, 
and more important, i f  people are becoming more accurate perceivers,
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the v a r ia b i l i t y  in  th e i r  perception should also decrease. Of f iv e  
predicted re s u lts ,  only th is  one was not s ig n i f ic a n t .  There was no 
proof th a t people did in fa c t  improve in  accuracy o f  perception as a 
re s u l t  o f  the T-Group experience.
The remaining two studies deal w ith  the changes in the accuracy 
o f  perception as a re s u l t  o f  group t ra in in g ,  however, ne ither met the 
c r i t e r ia  o f  Smith (1975a), since both were uncontro lled. The f i r s t  
is  by Danish (1971) who used Form C o f the A f fe c t iv e  S e n s i t iv i ty  Scale 
in  an attempt to obtain ob jective  data on the accuracy question. In 
f iv e  groups, w ith  10 members each, Danish was unable to f in d  any 
s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe rences between pretests and posttests o f  the group 
p a r t ic ip a n ts .  In the second study, Danish and Kagen (1971), again used 
the A f fe c t iv e  S e n s i t iv i ty  Scale w ith  51 group subjects divided in to  
s ix  smaller groups. Two o f the smaller groups did obtain s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
higher s e n s i t iv i t y  scores, and the s ix  groups when collapsed in to  a 
s ing le  group were also s ig n i f ic a n t ly  improved from the p re tes t. The 
experimenters could not id e n t i fy  any t r a in e r ,  or group ch a ra c te r is t ic s  
th a t would lead to the d i f fe r e n t ia l  performance o f th e i r  groups.
Methodological Considerations For Group Research
As mentioned in the previous section , there have been some c r i t iq u e s  
o f Bunker's (1965) work. The major ones are methodological. The most 
important o f  these is  his method o f c o l le c t in g  in form ation. Though he 
had an exce llen t idea to work w ith  coworkers o f  his T-Group pa rt ic ip a n ts  
and c o n tro l ,  there was no way to  contro l fo r  demand ch a ra c te r is t ics
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tha t would enter in to  the research. A l l  o f  the coworkers knew who 
had, and who had not attended the T-Group, they were aware tha t 
T-Groups are supposed to change a person's organ izational e f fe c t iv e ­
ness, and as a re s u l t ,  they may have assumed the person had changed 
when in  fa c t  there was l i t t l e  d if fe rence  in  his actual behavior. S t i l l  
another, and more p ra c t ica l explanation is  th a t since people were 
expecting change from T-Group p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  they were probably looking 
fo r  changes. Thus, even s l ig h t  changes, or simply more careful ob­
servation o f already established behavior patterns would lead observers 
to  assume some change had indeed occurred. I t  is  also possible o f 
course th a t because the coworkers expected change, they behaved d i f ­
fe re n t ly  than they did before the group, w ith  the p a r t ic ip a n t .  These 
changes could have caused changes in  the p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  tha t were then 
a t t r ib u te d  to  the group experience. As Thomas (1928) so a p t ly  explained 
th is  so r t  o f s i tu a t io n ,  " I f  men define s itu a t io n s  as re a l,  they are 
real in  th e i r  consequences."
The reverse o f  th is  explanation could then be seen as an adequate 
explanation o f  why contro l subjects did not change. For them, there 
were no demand c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,  no b e l ie f  they had, or would, or perhaps 
even should change. They had not undergone the T-Group experience, 
and so should not be d i f fe re n t .
The only way th a t  Bunker could have con tro lled  fo r  these e ffec ts  
would have been to obtain some measure p r io r  to  the T-Group experience 
w ith  which he could compare the post T-Group re s u lts .  But again,
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some demand cha ra c te r is t ic s  could foul his data. I f  fo r  example he 
had gathered pre test data, he would have made the coworkers more 
sen s it ive  to the established behavior patterns o f the subjects and 
coworkers. Again, because o f  the established b e l ie fs  o f  the coworkers, 
tha t changes would re s u l t  from the group, a Hawthorne type e f fe c t  
could ensue, w ith  the coworkers seeing any change as a p o s it ive  move 
toward greater organizational e ffec tiveness. Again, Thomas’ ex­
planation holds.
In order to  avoid these, and other important methodological concerns, 
i t  is  necessary to heed the advice o f reviewers l ik e  Harrison (1971) 
and Diamond and Shapiro (1975). Both studies make many v a l id  suggestions 
fo r  gathering data re levant to  encounter groups. Another important 
consideration is  adequate sp e c if ic a t io n  o f  the independent va r ia b le , 
the nature o f the encounter, or T-Group th a t the subjects experience.
In an attempt to  meet th is  suggestion, complete class a c t i v i t y  l i s t s  
are included fo r  each o f the three sections o f INCO 110 in  Appendix I . ,  
to  make re p l ic a t io n ,  and/or understanding o f the independent var iab le  
possible.
Diamond and Shapiro (1975, p. 60) l i s t  several methodological 
flaws in  previous research, some o f  which are addressed in  th is  study. 
F i r s t ,  there is  an attempt to obtain an adequate base ra te  fo r  the 
experimental and contro l groups. Second, observers in th is  study are 
completely independent o f the experimenter. Th ird , the measure used
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a qua lita t ive , and h igh ly  consis tent w ith  the goals o f the group. 
Fourth, adequate s ta t is t ic a l  analyses are performed on the data.
One fu r th e r  concern o f Harrison (1971) has also been considered, 
and tha t perta ins to data c o l le c t io n  i t s e l f .  Harrison in  discussing 
the tim ing o f  data c o l le c t io n  noted tha t the f i r s t  session or two o f 
a group can be an anxious time fo r  both the f a c i l i t a t o r s ,  and par­
t ic ip a n ts .  Data c o l le c t io n  a t  th is  time, therefore "a f fe c ts  d ire c t io n  
and v a r ia b i l i t y  o f responses to many kinds o f  instruments;', (p. 81). 
A lso, c o l le c t in g  data the f in a l  day o f the group when people fee l the 
f u l l  "glow" can have biasing e ffe c ts  on the obtained re su lts  as w e l l .
Person Perception
"As the very le a s t,  we need concepts which ind ica te  
both the in te ra c t io n  and interexperience o f two 
persons, and help us to  understand the re la t io n  
between each person's own experiences and his own 
behavior, always, o f  course w ith in  the context o f  the 
re la t io n sh ip  between them. Our concepts must also 
help us to understand the persons and th e i r  re la t io n s  
in re la t io n  to the system which th e i r  re la t io n sh ip  
creates". (Laing, Phil 1ipson, and Lee, 1966, p. 7).
In th is  short paragraph, Laing et. a l . ,  have stated a l l  o f  the 
most important considerations facing people doing research in  the 
socia l sciences. F i r s t ,  people do not l iv e  in vacuums, and th e i r  be­
haviors e f fe c t  those around them, as well as themselves. Second, 
they bring up the question o f how a person's past experiences e f fe c t  
his present behavior. This is  where the process o f perception comes 
in to  the p ic tu re . And th i r d ,  is  th a t th is  p ic tu re  i_s the system tha t 
ex is ts  because two or more ind iv id ua ls  are in  psychological contact.
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No one would argue w ith  the statement th a t  perception is  both 
cause and e f fe c t  o f  behavior. A l l  the information tha t any ind iv idua l 
can act on is  received by one or more o f the 5 senses. Thus, any 
e f f o r t  to p red ic t human behavior must s ta r t  a t a careful evaluation 
o f tha t person's perceptual f i e ld .  This des ire  to  p red ic t behavior 
is  the key to psychology as a s c ie n t i f i c  en te rp r ise . I f  we did not 
assume th a t  human behavior was la w fu l,  more than a random se lection  
o f  movements or acts, we would be unable to func tion  in any social 
context. By perceiving another person, in fe r r in g  his or her fee lings  
from the context, we can p re d ic t ,  w ith  varying degrees o f  accuracy, 
th e i r  fu tu re  behaviors. Because o f  th is  cen tra l ro le  o f  perception 
to socia l func t ion in g , psychologists, and other behavioral s c ie n t is ts  
have often attempted to determine the nature o f  perception, and how i t  
e f fe c ts  both the perce iver, and the perceived.
As mentioned in  the previous section , very l i t t l e  work done in  
encounter group se tt ings  have studied th is  important area. As a 
re s u l t ,  l i t t l e  is  known o f the ro le  o f perception in the group process, 
or the e f fe c t  o f  the group process on fu tu re  perceptions. Thus, a 
review o f the l i t e r a tu r e  perta in ing  to the area o f  person perception 
and more recent the o re t ica l and methodological innovations is  ca lled 
fo r  since i t  w i l l  a ss is t  in  understanding the present work.
Background o f Perceptual Research
The h is to r ic a l  and philosophical antecedents o f person perception 
research has been well researched and presented (Bronfenbrenner,
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Harding, and Gallwey, 1958; Hastorf, Schneider, and Polefka, 1970; 
McLeod and Chaffee, 1973; and T a ig u r i,  1969). No fu r th e r  d is ­
cussion o f  th is  area is  needed, save mention o f  the r ic h  in te rd is ­
c ip l in a ry  nature o f  i t s  roo ts . Such philosophers as Freuerback, 
soc io log is ts  o f the sta ture  o f Thomas, Mead, Cooley and C o t t r e l l ,  
and psychologists l i k e  A l l  p o r t ,  S u l l iva n , Newcomb, and Boring have 
a l l  addressed the area a t one time or another.
U n ti l  re cen t ly ,  the major th ru s t  o f  work in  the area was toward 
is o la t in g  and describ ing the phenomenon; perceptual a b i l i t y .  Per­
ceptual a b i l i t y  was believed to  be a t r a i t ,  e i th e r  general, s p e c if ic ,  
or both, and l ik e  motives, needs, and a t t i tu d e s  was considered to be 
c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f  the ind iv idua l (McLeod and Chaffee, 1973). Such 
intrapersonal q u a l i t ie s  were believed by many to be the causes o f be­
havior. Yet even such ea rly  researchers as Vernon (1933), were aware 
tha t the "whole f ie ld  o f socia l re la t io n s  is  too complex e i th e r  to  be 
summed up in  a few stereotyped names such as in s ig h t ,  i n t u i t io n ,  
socia l in te l l ig e n c e ,  socia l perception, etc. or to  be covered by narrow 
categories o f psychometric te s ts " ,  (p. 55).
The e a r l ie s t  experimental work in the area re la ted to  the recog­
n i t io n  o f emotion, based on the ea r ly  works o f Darwin toward the end 
o f the 19th century. The methodology fo r  th is  research consisted 
usually  o f showing subjects e i th e r  drawings or photographs, and then 
asking them to id e n t i fy  the emotion f e l t  by the person portrayed.
Later, work had subjects ra te  in d iv id u a l 's  in te l l ig e n c e ,  a r t i s t i c
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a b i l i t y ,  and social ch a ra c te r is t ic s  by examining the photographs o f 
the in d iv id u a ls  to be rated. Other t r a i t s  to  be rated included 
such things as sense o f  humor, socia l techniques, in tro ve rs io n - 
ex travers ion, p ro jec t ive  psychological inventory c h a ra c te r is t ic s , 
and pe rsona lity  inventory c h a ra c te r is t ic s .  (For add it iona l avaiables, 
see Vernon, 1933, p. 52).
Development o f the Person Perception Method
In two studies published in  1949, and 1950, Dymond developed 
a method which was to have a determining e f fe c t  on much research u n t i l  
the middle and la te  1950's. Dymond's work was in  many ways a d i re c t  
re s u l t  o f C o t t r e l l ,  and his c a l l  to the American Socio logica l Association 
fo r  more research in  the area o f empathetic a b i l i t y .  The heart o f 
Dymond's method was requ ir ing  her subjects to  p red ic t the responses 
o f  other subjects on s ix  d i f f e r e n t  pe rsona lity  t r a i t s .  She had two 
p re d ic t ive  measures, f i r s t ,  she asked each subject to  p re d ic t how the 
other person would rate h imself on the s ix  t r a i t s .  Second, she had 
each subject p red ic t the other person's ra t in g  o f the sub ject. The 
sub je c t 's  response was then subtracted from the other persons 
responses. The la rg e r the score, the poorer the measured perception.
The p re d ic t ive  method was immediately picked up by researchers 
across the f i e l d .  Bronfenbrenner, Harding, and Gallwey (1958) 
discuss the adoption o f  the method and i t s  i n i t i a l  acceptance.
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"Such a technique has a number o f advantages. I t  
is  easy to administer. I t  is  'o b je c t iv e ' :  I t  re ­
quires no sub jective judgment by the experimenter, 
the resu lts  can be expressed in  q u a n t ita t iv e  terms, 
and, above a l l ,  i t  a l l  has kind o f  l i t e r a l  'face 
v a l i d i t y '  which i t  seems almost presumptuous to 
question. We are in te rested in  A's a b i l i t y  to 
p red ic t the responses o f B; what can be a more 
appropriate index o f th is  a b i l i t y  than the e rro r
which A makes when asked to estimate a series of
responses o f B? V i r tu a l ly  every in v e s t ig a to r ,  
whether he speaks in terms o f 'empathy', 'soc ia l 
i n s ig h t ' ,  'understanding ', or ' a b i l i t y  to  judge' 
proposes th is  same operational d e f in i t io n .  With 
th is  almost universal agreement, problems o f  
the o re t ica l assumptions and possible conceptual 
d is t in c t io n s  have receded in to  the background.
The obvious task has been to gather data and analyze 
the re s u l ts . "  (p. 33).
Much o f  the work done from tha t time, indeed up to  the la te  1950's 
attempted to f in d  the t r a i t  th a t  had i l lu d e d  other researchers.
However, some o f the research done as soon as two to three years a f te r  
the development o f the method began to  f in d  problems using a s ing le  
accuracy score in  ra t in g  subjects empathetic a b i l i t y .  Hastorf and 
Bender (1952), fo r  example, suggested th a t there were two fac to rs  in
p re d ic t ive  scores, one, p ro je c t iv e ,  or the judge a t t r ib u t in g  his own
fee lings  to the person ra ted , the other fa c to r  they re ferred to as 
empathetic a b i l i t y ,  being more ob jec tive , co g n it ive ,  and t r u ly  per­
ceptive. Gage (1953), also discussed the problems researchers were 
having developing a theory tha t would help exp la in problems tha t were 
a r is in g  in exp la in ing the re su lts  o f the p re d ic t iv e  stud ies. Gage, 
l ik e  Hastorf and Bender, believed there were two types o f  accuracy 
scores, these he re ferred to as "Accuracy in  perceiv ing manifest
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stimulus value and accuracy in  tak ing the ro le  o f the o ther" , (p. 141). 
He also noted th a t there was a stereotype response set tha t could pro­
duce f a i r l y  high accuracy scores, even when the subjects had not seen 
the experimental stimulus. W itt ich  (1955), found th a t  p r e d ic ta b i l i t y  
in some s itua t ions  ( m i l i ta r y  work groups w ith  d a i ly  contact fo r  at least 
fou r months) could be considered a t r a i t .  He also found however, tha t 
the capacity to be predicted by another ind iv id ua l was also a t r a i t .
Last, he found tha t there was a p o s it ive  re la t io n sh ip  between the ad­
justment (as measured by a shortened version o f the Bell Adjustment 
Inventory) o f the subject and the a b i l i t y  o f others to  p re d ic t  his 
responses.
Thus, by 1955, many people doing research in the f i e ld  found many 
and h igh ly  varied re su lts  using the method developed by Dymond. Socres 
were said to  be effected by p ro je c t io n ,  actual empathetic a b i l i t y ,  
stereotyped response sets, the a b i l i t y  to  predicted stimulus to  be pre­
d ic te d , and the psychological adjustment o f  the predicted in d iv id u a l.
With so many fac tors  e f fe c t in g  the research i t  was only a matter o f 
time before a methodological c r i t iq u e  would appear.
C r it iqu e  o f the Person Perception Method
The f i r s t  major c r i t iq u e  o f the person perception research was 
published by Cronbach in 1955. Cronbach, l ik e  the others before him who 
attempted to explain d i f fe r in g  re su lts  in is o la t in g  a t r a i t  o f  empathetic 
a b i l i t y  suggested tha t obtained measures consis ting o f heterogeneous
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items consis t o f  several components which in many ways do not re la te  
to actual empathetic a b i l i t y .  Cronbach discussed four such major 
components o f the accuracy scores.
F i r s t ,  was eva luation, which considers response s ty les  fo r  in ­
d iv idu a ls  f i l l i n g  out e i th e r  the p re d ic t iv e ,  or the predicted ques­
t io n n a ire . Cronbach defined i t  as the "d if fe rence  between J 's  contro l 
tendency o f  responding and the centra l tendency o f  the s e l f  desc r ip t io ns , 
fo r  a l l  items and 0 's  combined, (p. 178). The second fa c to r  discussed 
by Cronbach was d i f fe r e n t ia l  e le va t ion , which again re la tes to response 
s ty les . With d i f fe r e n t ia l  e le va tion , we are looking at how the judges 
average p red ic t io n  corresponds to  the o th e r 's  cen tra l tendency o f 
response. Cronbach agreed th a t stereotype accuracy is  a fa c to r  in 
empathetic a b i l i t y  scores, and defined i t  in  much the same way others 
had, as the norm fo r  others, o r, s e n s i t iv i t y  to  the generalized other.
The f in a l  component in Cronbach's analysis was d i f fe r e n t ia l  accuracy, 
which he f e l t  was the t r a i t  tha t the experimenters were searching fo r .
He saw i t  as the " a b i l i t y  to p re d ic t d iffe rences between 0 's on any 
item", (p. 179). Cronbach's major conclusion was th a t  much of the 
research done to  th a t time was extremely d i f f i c u l t  to  in te rp re t  because 
i t  was not a measure o f actual empathetic or perceptual a b i l i t y ,  but 
ra ther a s ta t is t ic a l  a r t i f a c t  based on "myopic" operational ism which 
defined empathy as "what empathy tes ts  measure." (p. 177-178).
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Cronbach's work is  e xce l le n t ,  and i t  is  suggested th a t  i f  the 
reader would l i k e  more information on these points th a t  he re fe r  to 
the work in i t s  e n t i re ty ,  or th a t done by Cronbach in  1958 fo r  i t  is  
r ich  in methodological c r i t iq u e s .
By examining the c r i t iq u e s  o f Cronbach and others (Bronfenbrenner, 
Harding, and Gallwey 1958; T a ig u r i , 1959; and H astorf, Schneider, and 
Polefka, 1970), i t  appears th a t  while  the work o f Dymond was h igh ly  
h e u r is t ic ,  and i t  appeared to  be parsimoneous, methodological problems 
prevented i t  from obta in ing the po ten tia l i t  was o r ig in a l ly  believed 
to have. Yet, the work o f Dymond and others on the measurement o f 
empathetic a b i l i t y ,  and the c r i t iq u e s  o f  tha t work led to  new ideas 
about perception in socia l psychology.
Other Problems in the Area o f  Perception
Taiguri (1969), s ta tes : "Person perception re fe rs  to  the processes 
by which man comes to know and to  th ink  about other persons, th e i r  
c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,  q u a l i t ie s ,  and inner s ta te s ."  (p. 395). This s ta te ­
ment addresses several problems w ith  regard to  the ea r ly  person per­
ception research th a t were not addressed even by such thorough c r i t i c s  
as Cronbach. The f i r s t ,  and foremost element is  the fa c t  th a t per­
ception o f other people is  a process. I t  is  not a s ta t ic  element, or 
t r a i t  w ith in  the ind iv idua l th a t  alone determines his behavior. This 
means, th a t the in d iv id u a l ra the r than being a passive receptor of 
outside s t im u li  is  an active  seeker o f such s t im u l i ,  and th a t each
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in d iv id u a l plays a major ro le  in  the in te rp re ta t io n  o f  these s t im u l i .
The second c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f perception not addressed by ea r ly  person 
perception research is  the context in  which the perception takes 
place, i . e . ,  what is  the re la t io n s h ip  between the perceiver and the 
perceived. C erta in ly  they were in terested in the other person, but 
only as an ob jec tive  s t im u l i ,  and not as an ac tive  dynamic force in 
the perceptual process.
By presenting judges w ith  drawings, w r i t te n  descr ip t ions , photo­
graphs, and motion p ic tu res and extremely short periods o f in te ra c t io n ,  
experimenters, while attempting to define perception had removed i t  
so fa r  from i t s  natural context, th a t  the re su lts  could hardly be gen- 
e ra l iza b le  to  normal interpersonal re la t io n s . The problem was, th a t 
while the approach was e x q u is i te ly  simple, the problem was e x q u is i te ly  
complex.
Perhaps the f i r s t  and foremost problem in p red ic t ion  experiments was
provid ing an ob jec tive  stimulus fo r  people to perceive. The problem
here, is  tha t there is always the p o s s ib i l i t y  th a t wat a person says
about himself may not agree w ith  his actual behavior in  real s i tu a t io n s .
Stone, Gage, and L e a v it t  (1957) in th e i r  d ire c t io n s  to subjects in a
p red ic t ion  study asked them
"How well can you p red ic t how Leo answered these 
questions? F i l l  out the questionnaire as you 
th ink  Leo a c tu a l ly  d id . This may not necessarily 
be the same as Leo should have answered i f  he had 
to ld  the t ru th  about h im se lf . When there might be 
a d iffe rence  between how he did answer, and how he 
should have answered, you should p red ic t how he 
did answer".
(p. 247, emphasis added).
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These in s tru c t io n s  complicate the preceptual p red ic t ive  task immensely. 
Not only is  the subject required to speculate on Leo's actual behavior 
in s p e c if ic  s i tu a t io n s ,  he is  also ins truc ted  to  determine the ve rac ity
o f  Leo's statements concerning his own behavior. In a re la ted  area,
a review o f the s e l f  d isc losure l i te ra tu r e  by Cozby (1973), showed th a t 
there was a chance c o rre la t io n  between expressed s e l f  d isc losure and 
actual d isc losure in experimental s i tu a t io n s , (p. 74). I f  Leo's s e l f  
descrip tion  re la ted  to his behavior is  l i k e  th a t discussed by Cozby, 
then asking subjects to  p re d ic t Leo's responses and not h is  behavior 
is  a worthless task.
Bronfenbrenner, Harding, and Gallwey (1958), address the same
questions, s ta t in g :
"In  l i g h t  o f the preceding ana lys is , the l im i ta t io n s  
o f questionnaire responses as c r i t e r i a  become in ­
creasing apparent. I t  is  evident tha t conventional
procedures can tap socia l s e n s i t iv i t y  only in so fa r  as
such s e n s i t iv i t y  is  re f lec ted  in p re d ic t ive  s k i l l .
Moreover, by th e i r  very nature such procedures em­
phasize s e n s i t iv i t y  to  a t t i tu d e s  and psychological 
states ra the r than to overt ch a ra c te r is t ic s  or be­
havior. Except in so fa r  as the questionnaire 
responses o f the person being judged represent 
accurate descrip tions or his own overt acts , the 
conventional paper-pencil technique does not enable 
us to appraise the judge's a b i l i t y  in recognizing 
whether other people ac tu a lly  behave in  an in ­
f lu e n t ia l  or submissive manner, e tc . ;  what we 
appraise is  the judge's s e n s i t iv i t y  to  whether or 
not another person regards h imself as having be­
haved in  a p a r t ic u la r  fashion. In terms o f the d is ­
t in c t io n s  we have introduced, the questionnaire method 
focuses on recogn ition o f experimental aspects as 
against the phys ica l, actiona l or cha rac te ro lo g ica l.
CpT99).
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Hastorf, Schneider, and Polefka also examined the same question 
and suggest tha t Dymond1s (1949) person perception method is  not the 
only way to  obtain a stimulus fo r  person perception research. Other 
c r i t e r ia  could be established, using peer ra t in g s , c l in ic a l  judgment, 
and behavioral patterns. They add, however, th a t  even using a l t e r ­
native c r i t e r ia  fo r  accuracy judgments, there is  no c e r ta in ty  th a t  
these c r i t e r ia  are superior to  s e l f  ra t in g  on pe rsona lity  inven to r ies , 
or experimenter designed questionnaires. The problem w ith c l in ic a l  
judgments is  th a t c l in ic a l  judgments are made by h igh ly  tra ined pro­
fessional personnel who make judgments on the basis o f sub tle  cues not 
ava ilab le  to judges in experimental s i tu a t io n s . (Besides Smith 1975b 
has questioned the p re d ic t ive  a b i l i t y  o f  even h igh ly  tra ined c l in ic ia n s .  
See p. 32). The v a l id i t y  o f  peer ra t ings  too can cause problems o f  
bias. Friends as well as those who do not care fo r  the sub ject tend to 
evaluate e i th e r  too p o s i t iv e ly  or too negative ly  (halo e f fe c ts ) ,  and 
usually  have d i f fe re n t  standard c r i t e r ia  fo r  judging pe rsona lity  d i ­
mensions. Behavior patterns are the most accurate measure, but even 
these have serious drawbacks. F i r s t ,  is  the problem o f  ob ta in ing them. 
Persons who know they are being observed often behave d i f fe r e n t ly  than 
they do in unobserved s itu a t io n s .  Second, is  the problem o f  in te r ­
p re ting  the behavior th a t is observed. Hastorf e t .  a l . ,  conclude tha t 
"We could probably get only f a i r  agreement th a t any given c r i te r io n  
fo r  accuracy is  app rop r ia te ". (p. 29).
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Recent Developments in Theory and Research
A fte r  the Cronbach c r i t iq u e s ,  as well as those o f  o thers, most
research in the area came to a h a lt .  The problems inherent in the
search fo r  a t r a i t  approach to  perceptual a b i l i t y  led researchers to
other more productive approaches to  the problem. The most important
o f these is  aimed at looking more c a re fu l ly  a t the s itu a t io n  surrounding
interpersonal perception, and the process i t s e l f ,  ra the r than simply
attempting to measure d i f fe r e n t ia l  perceptual a b i l i t i e s  o f subjects
in p red ic t ion  experiments.
Hastorf, Richardson, and Dornbush (1959), fo r  example c a l l  fo r  a
pause in  the search fo r  the t r a i t  o f perceptual a b i l i t y ,  and suggest
th a t study be made in to  the kind o f  categories used by persons in
actual interpersonal s itu a t io n s . They suggest th a t  four o f  the fac to rs
th a t lead to  category choice are, f i r s t ,  the s itu a t io n  in  which the
experience takes place, and the other person or people involved.
Second, the importance o f the re la t io n s h ip  to  the persons involved.
T h ird , the behavior o f  the perceiver in the stated s i tu a t io n .  Assuming
th a t perception is  both cause and e f fe c t  o f  behavior. And, fo u r th ,
the e f fe c t  o f immediate p r io r  experiences on the type o f  perceptual
categories used by the in d iv id u a l.  McHenry (1971), strengthens th is
po in t when he notes:
" I f . . . t h e  ' s i t u a t io n a l is t s ' are c o r re c t ,  
then to speak o f  accuracy w ith  regard to the
ge nera l i ty  o f  behavior is  c le a r ly  absurd,
accuracy o f  th is  so r t can hardly e x is t  i f  
ge ne ra l i ty  o f behavior is  the exception ra ther 
than the ru le .  This is  the real f a i l i n g  of
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accuracy studies. Almost a l l  o f  them accept com­
p le te ly  t ra d i t io n a l  t r a i t  psychology, the view 
tha t ind iv id ua l behavior is  caused by character­
i s t i c s ,  q u a l i t ie s  or processes th a t e x is t  w ith in  
persons. Moreover, almost a l l  those who conduct 
these studies believe th a t the layman shares and 
understands th is  view when he acts as a 'judge' 
in the typ ica l experimental s i tu a t io n .  Both 
assumptions are probably fa ls e . "
(p. 115).
Work l ik e  th a t  o f Asch (1946) ind icates the importance o f  per­
ceptual categories on peoples perception. Likewise, as Ta iguri (1969), 
po ints out in his discussion o f  research in  the area o f  emotion 
recogn it ion , people judge others on the basis o f  s i tu a t io n a l cues.
He notes th a t showing an ind iv idua l a grimacing face, and then providing 
subjects w ith  d i f fe r in g  information about the s i tu a t io n  where the 
p ic tu re  was taken produces h igh ly  d i f fe re n t  re s u lts .  These s itu a t io n a l 
cues determine what the evaluator believes is  the emotion o f the person 
p ic tu red . I f  the eva luator is to ld  the p ic tu re  was taken a f te r  a 
hanging, the person w i l l  see a grimace as an expression o f  d isgust.
I f  the person is to ld  tha t the p ic tu re  was taken as the person in the 
p ic tu re  broke the tape in  a 100 yard dash, the emotion w i l l  be seen 
as " e f fo r t "  or "determ ination", (p. 421).
Theoretical work by Altman and Taylor (1973) on the process o f 
"Social Penetra tion", is  another important aspect o f  more recent de­
velopments in determining the nature o f the re la t io n s h ip  between persons. 
Their work w ith  s e l f  d isc losu re , and re c ip ro c i ty  w ith in  re la t ionsh ips  
are valuable concepts fo r  the understanding o f  perception in established, 
growing,and decaying re la t ionsh ips .
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In the section on development o f  the person perception method, 
a study by W itt ich  (1955), was discussed. Besides W it t ic h 's  re s u l ts ,  
which are s ig n i f ic a n t  even when examined in the l i g h t  o f the reviews 
o f  Cronbach and others, W it t ic h 's  work is  important at th is  po in t in 
the review as well since the subjects in W it t ic h 's  study had been in  
close d a i ly  contact fo r  a minimum o f  fou r months. Compared to f i lm  
c l ip s  (Stone, Gage, and L e v i t t ,  1956) or 90 minutes o f  small group in ­
te ra c t io n  (Bronfenbrenner, Harding, and Gallwey, 1958), W it t ic h 's  
study is  o f  great in te re s t  because his research was done in established 
systems, where ind iv id ua ls  had had s a t is fa c to ry  opportun it ies  to  develop 
categories to improve th e i r  perceptual a b i l i t y  in his experimental 
s i tu a t io n .  I t  is  perhaps not su rp r is ing  th a t W itt ich  found h igh ly  
s ig n i f ic a n t  evidence to support the hypothesis tha t perceptual a b i l i t y  
is  in fa c t  a t r a i t ,  though h igh ly  s p e c i f ic ,  and due to the re c ip ro c i ty  
in  d isc losure  as discussed above.
Taguir i (1969), c a l ls  fo r  more studies o f  long term re la t ionsh ips
when he says:
" Inves tiga tions  have been undertaken in  which the 
natura l dyadic process o f  a w e ll-es tab lished  re ­
la t io n sh ip  between persons is used fo r  studying 
interpersonal perception (see fo r  example Newcomb,
1961; T a ig u r i,  1958). These however are s t i l l  
r e la t iv e ly  ra re , and more o f  them are needed."
(p. 426).
Other areas tha t are becoming more and more important a l l  the 
time are the areas o f  coo r ien ta tion  and the study o f  the dyadic un it  as 
a system, and the properties th a t  th a t system has. The importance of
39
coorien ta tion  and systems theory to  th is  study w i l l  be the next top ic  
o f  discussion.
Coorientation and System Theory
Research on communication from a coorien ta tiona l perspective began 
in  the la te  1940's and ea rly  1950's w ith  the pub lica t ion  o f  a r t ic le s  
by Heider (1946) and Newcomb (1953). The major value o f  the coorien­
ta t io n a l approach to  communication is  th a t the model can lead to  pre­
d ic t iv e  statements about the re la t io n sh ip  involved.
Coorientational models usually  consis t o f  two persons, A, and B, 
and an ob jec t, X. The ob ject can be a person, an issue, or any item 
which is  or could be important in  the given dyadic system. There are 
fou r re la t ionsh ips  o f  importance e x is t in g  among these three elements. 
A's perception o f  his re la t io n sh ip  w ith  B, A's re la t io n s h ip  to /w ith  
X, B's re la t io n sh ip  w ith  A, and B's re la t io n sh ip  to /w ith  X. Depending 
on the valence, (whether the re la t ionsh ips  are p o s it iv e  or negative) 
o f these re la t io n sh ip s ,  changes in the re la t ion sh ips  can be predicted 
in a given d ire c t io n .
Chaffee and McLeod (1968), brought the coo rien ta t ion  model in to  
communication research and as Chaffee (1971) points o u t,  large amounts 
o f  work have been done in the area since tha t time. Much o f  i t ,  
however, he points out is  not t r u ly  coorien ta tiona l because i t  f a i l s  
to  meet ce rta in  assumptions. The assumptions he notes are as fo l low s :
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la . Person A is simultaneously oriented to person
and to some "ob jec t"  X .
lb .  Person is  simultaneously oriented to  person A
and ob ject X_.
2. The elements o f  X_ perceived by Â are ide n t ica l to 
those in JB' s o r ie n ta t io n  to X_.
3. The cogn it ive  and a f fe c t iv e  dimensions o f judg­
ment o f  in A's o r ie n ta t io n  are id e n t ica l to 
those in J3's o r ie n ta t io n  to  X_.
4a. A is  oriented toward c o g n it iv e ly  and a f fe c t iv e ly . .
4b. 13 is  oriented toward A, c o g n it iv e ly  and a f fe c t iv e ly .
5a. A is  oriented to the B-X o r ie n ta t io n .
5b. 13 is oriented to  the A-X or ie n ta t io n .
6a. A sees the B-X o r ie n ta t io n  as re levant to his B-A 
and B-X o r ie n ta t io n s , (p. 3-4).
X̂ in the present study is  the re la t io n sh ip  between A and B̂ as 
perceived by each, thus th is  study is  from the basis o f a coorien­
ta t io n a l perspective.
Systems and Coorientation
In order to  understand the to ta l  complexity o f the coo rien ta tiona l 
model, i t  is  necessary to view the model i t s e l f  as a system, composed 
o f  ind iv id ua l subsystems. Systems have ce r ta in  ch a ra c te r is t ics  which 
in  many ways govern th e i r  ex istence, growth, and in te ra c t io n  w ith  
other systems. Among these are three noted by Wilmot (1975), these 
are, wholeness (described as interdependence by Newcomb 1960), 
synergy, and c i r c u la r i t y .  Wholeness, or interdependence as the terms
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suggest, re la tes  to  the fa c t  tha t a change to  any pa rt o f  the system 
w i l l  e f fe c t  the other parts o f  the system. A c lass ic  example o f  th is  
p r in c ip le  is  the way cosmetic surgery a ffected the e n t ire  s e l f  concept 
o f  a pa tien t as described by Maltz (1960), in  his book Psycho-Cybernetics. 
The second c h a ra c te r is t ic  is  th a t o f  synergy. Synergy means the whole 
o f  the system is  greater than the sum o f  i t s  pa rts . This c h a ra c te r is t ic  
accounts fo r  such concepts as esp r it-d e  corps, and high moral in  the 
e f f i c ie n t  function ing  o f a system. C i r c u la r i t y ,  or feedback in a 
system is  the a b i l i t y  o f  the system to e f fe c t  i t s e l f ,  which then re ­
verberates through the system. An example fo r  an ind iv id ua l system 
might be stepping on a scale in the morning, and having the e f fe c t  
(feedback) o f th a t  behavior determine a t leas t to  some extent ce r ta in  
behaviors (ea ting , or not eating) o f  the in d iv id u a l throughout the day.
In a dyadic s i tu a t io n ,  behavior o f  e i th e r  ind iv idua l w i l l  e f fe c t  
the behavior o f  the other (see fo r  example the vast l i t e r a tu r e  per­
ta in in g  to  s e l f  f u l f i l l i n g  prophecies, e.g. Rosenthal and Jacobsen,
1968), and also the fu tu re  behavior o f  the behavior h imself (see fo r  
example the discussion o f S e lf A t t r ib u t io n  and the work o f  Bern (1967)),
(as found in  Hastorf, Schneider, and Polefka, 1970), or Bern (1970).
In the present study, w ith  i t s  coo rien ta t iona l nature, X̂ in  the 
A-B-X system is  the re la t io n sh ip  i . e . ,  the system A-B i t s e l f !  This 
provides a major advantage to the study o f  encounter groups, by 
provid ing a the o re t ica l perspective in which to view the re su lts  tha t
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t ra in in g  has on the in d iv id u a l ,  h is understanding o f  others view o f 
him, and the kind o f views he has o f  other people. By the cha rac te r is ­
t ic s  discussed in the study o f systems, the A-B re la t io n s h ip  must 
i t s e l f  be a system. Likewise, both A and are systems themselves, 
and subsystem components o f  A-B. By attempting to  change the behavior 
o f  A (the group p a r t ic ip a n t)  we should also be changing the behavior 
o f B̂ (by the property o f  wholeness, or interdependence) in the A-B 
system. With changes reverbera ting through the system, the to ta l  value 
o f  the A-B re la t io n s h ip ,  fo r  both A and B̂ should be increased, thus 
meeting the synergy c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f systems. The e f fe c t  o f  feedback 
on A's behavior should operate on the general p r in c ip le  o f  operant 
learn ing theory in  th a t  improvements in  the A-B system ( re la t io n s h ip ) ,  
and should re in fo rce  those behaviors (communication s k i l l s  acquired 
through the group experience and t ra in in g )  which brought about the 
change, increasing the p ro b a b i l i ty  o f  those behaviors o c c u r r i n g  again 
in  the fu tu re . Also, the views o f  A as they change toward h im se lf, and 
B_, w i l l  e f fe c t  B's behavior causing changes ( s e l f  f u l l i n q  prophecies) 
which w i l l  also reverberate through the system.
System theory is  also useful in exp la in ing why some re la t ionsh ips  
do not change. Homeostasis, is  another property o f  systems. I t  means 
th a t systems attempt to maintain s t a b i l i t y ,  and balance. One reason 
group t ra in in g  e ffe c ts  sometimes f a i l  to generalize to  the "outside" 
world o f the p a r t ic ip a n t  may be th a t  the homeostatic properties o f  the 
system he ex is ts  in outside the t ra in in g  s itu a t io n  are so strong. This
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tendency is  sometimes seen in the area o f  psychotherapy, where an in ­
d iv idua l in  a re s id e n t ia l  center makes exce lle n t progress but then 
re turns to his former neuro tic , or psychotic s ta te  when returned to 
the fam ily  s e t t in g  (see fo r  example Haley, 1963).
The Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory
The measures used in th is  study are the Barrett-Lennard Relation­
ship Inventory (BLRI) and an experimenter modified version o f  the 
Barrett-Lennard. The BLRI was developed in  1962 (Barrett-Lennard,
1962) to  measure the most important aspects o f  a c l in ic a l  re la t io n sh ip  
as postulated by Rogers (1957). The BLRI there fore  consists o f  f iv e  
scales which Barrett-Lennard says might well be used in studying any 
important re la t io n sh ip .  Most o f  the research done to date w ith  the 
BLRI has been done w ith in  the c l in ic a l  framework.
Of the elements c r i t i c a l  to a therapeutic  re la t io n sh ip  postulated 
by Rogers (1957) Three seem to be o f  utmost importance. They are 
Congruence, Unconditional Pos it ive  Regard, and Empathetic Understanding. 
From these th ree , Barrett-Lennard developed fou r scales. These are 
Empathy, Congruence, Level o f Regard, and U ncond it iona lity  o f  Regard. 
Barrett-Lennard also included one other scale, th a t  being Willingness 
to be Known. Several authors (Clark and C ulbert, 1965; tannings and 
Lemmons, 1974; and Wiebe and Pearce, 1973) have suggested tha t when the 
e n t ire  measure is taken as a whole, i t  is  in to ta l  a good general measure 
o f the value o f  the re la t io n sh ip  to  the in d iv id u a l who f i l l e d  opt the
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BLRI. Thus, in th is  study the f iv e  scales are also combined to form 
a s ix th  or to ta l  scale.
Description o f  the BLRI Scales
Congruence, as discussed by Rogers is  a measure o f  the genuineness 
o f  an ind iv idua l in a re la t io n sh ip .  In a re la t io n s h ip ,  i f  he is  con­
gruent, he is  f u l l y  in tegra ted , f re e ly  and deeply h im se lf, aware o f  his 
own fee lings and showing these fee lings  to  the other person in th a t 
re la t io n sh ip .  When a person is congruent in a re la t io n s h ip ,  a l l  o f  his 
communications are consistent. I f  he is fr igh tened , he says so on both 
a verbal and nonverbal le ve l.  I f  he fee ls  a f fe c t io n ,  th is  emotion too 
w i l l  be ava ilab le  to the other person in a consis tent honest manner.
Unlike Rogers, however, Barrett-Lennard looked a t th is  s p e c if ic  
fa c to r  as one re qu ir in g  "no p o s it ive  conditions fo r  overt communi­
cation o f  the in d iv id u a l 's  percep tions". (p. 4). This aspect o f  con­
gruence was seen in  the W illingness to  be Known scale because o f  Rogers' 
conceptual requirement th a t a l l  o f  the conditions he postulated as im­
portan t in a c l in ic a l  re la t io n sh ip  must be communicated to the c l ie n t  
to some minimal degree.
Empathy can best be described as the a b i l i t y  to  get ins ide o f  someone 
e lse 's  head, and fee l exactly  the fee lings  they are fe e l in g ,  and th ink  
the things they are th ink ing . Since th is  is impossible, empathy is  
opera tiona lized as being able to understand and experience the "process 
and content o f  another person's awareness in  a l l  i t s  aspects." (p. 3).
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As can be seen from the above comments, th is  must include a f fe c t iv e
as well as cogn it ive  aspects o f  another person's perceptual f i e ld  as
discussed by Combs, Richards, and Richards (1976).
Empathy l ik e  congruence as well as the other cha ra c te r is t ic s  o f  
a therapeutic  re la t io n sh ip  must be communicated to  the other person. 
This communication is  perhaps best exemplified in the scales fo r  
assessment o f Interpersonal Functioning which were derived by 
Carkhuff (1969), from the e a r l ie r  Truax Carkhuff Scales. Level 5, 
on the Empathy scale requires th a t a person not only understand and 
share w ith  another person th a t  person's thoughts, and fee lings but 
also tha t
"The f i r s t  person's responses add s ig n i f ic a n t ly
to the fe e lin g  and meaning o f  the expressions o f
the second person in  such a way as to (1) accurate ly 
express fee lings leve ls  below what the person him­
s e l f  was able to  express or (2) in the event o f 
ongoing deep s e lf -e xp lo ra t io n  on the second person's 
part to be f u l l y  w ith  him in his deepest moments".
(p. 317).
To be at leve l 5, the counselor then must a c tu a l ly  know and under­
stand the other person's fee lings  be tte r than the other person himself. 
Empathy as i t  is  described here then is  the very essence tha t ea rly  
studies in the area o f person perception were t ry in g  to f in d .
Level o f  regard is  perhaps the easiest o f the scales to  concep­
tu a l iz e .  The level o f regard scale re fe rs  to  the strength o f  po s it ive  
and/or negative fee lings o f one person fo r  another in  an interpersonal 
re la t io n sh ip .  We are looking here a t the range o f  fee lings  in the 
re la t io n sh ip .
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U ncond it iona lity  o f  regard, un like level o f regard is  probably 
the most d i f f i c u l t  o f  the scales to  conceptualize, and perhaps the 
most d i f f i c u l t  to understand. U ncond it iona lity  of regard re fe rs  to the 
v a r ia b i l i t y  o f a person's regard fo r  another across time. I f  a 
person's fee lings about another person are contingent upon the be­
haviors o f th a t other person, then the regard would be h igh ly  con­
d i t io n a l ,  and the v a r ia b i l i t y  between po s it ive  and negative fee lings  
extreme. When on the other hand, an ind iv id ua l is e i th e r  l ike d  or d is ­
l ike d  regardless o f  his behaviors, then the regard is  unconditional.
For a re la t io n sh ip  to  be the rapeu tic , according to  Rogers (1957, 
1965), i t  must have po s it ive  regard, and th a t  regard must be uncon­
d i t io n a l ,  i . e . ,  the person is  deserving o f  respect andpra is ing regard­
less o f his behaviors, but simply because a l l  persons are deserving o f 
such regard.
According to  Barrett-Lennard, the Willingness to  be Known scale 
re la tes  to the appropriateness o f  s e l f  d isclosure in the re la t io n s h ip .
A person who is  w i l l in g  to  t e l l  the other person information about 
h im self when tha t other person wants to  share tha t information would 
be e x h ib i t in g  a high degree o f w il l ingness  to be known. Likewise, 
a person who does not th ru s t  his own s e l f  d isclosures in to  the re ­
la t io n sh ip  is  also function ing  at a high level o f w il l ingness to be 
known.
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Conceptually, th is  variab le  f i t s  best w ith  congruence, in tha t 
a person is  f u l l y  aware o f  his own emotions and fe e l in g s , and is 
w i l l in g  to share tha t information w ith  another. In fa c t ,  in  other 
ed it ions  o f the BLRI the Willingness To Be Known scale has been removed, 
(see fo r  example McWhirter, 1973; Truax, 1966; and Wiebe and Pearce,
1973), as suggested by Barrett-Lennard himself fo r  c l in ic a l  re la t ion sh ips , 
(p. 28). Since the area o f s e l f  d isc losure is  a major area w ith in  the 
. Interpersonal Communication 110 c lass , and the re la t ionsh ips  here are
not c l i n i c a l ,  i t  was decided to  re ta in  the W illingess To Be Known scale
in  th is  study. Additiona l work in  th is  area by Altman and Taylor (1973),
had indicated the importance o f rec ip roca l s e l f  d isc losure to the develop­
ment o f  interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  (p. 52-54). Extensive work in the 
area has also been done by Jourard (1968, 1971). Cozby (1973), has 
done an extensive review o f the research in  th is  area, and his work is  
o f great value to persons seeking add it iona l information in  the area.
Weibe and Pearce (1973), note th a t the lowest c o r re la t io n  among the 
scales o f  the BLRI in  th e i r  study was .49, s ig n i f ic a n t  a t the .05 level 
o f confidence. Since the scales tend to co rre la te  h igh ly  together, they 
suggest as do M i l ls  and Zytowski (1967) th a t there is  perhaps a s ing le  
general fa c to r  operating in the BLRI. Because o f th is  p o s s ib i l i t y ,  
the to ta l  scale is  also being u t i l iz e d  as a measure in  th is  study. Each 
o f the scales in  the BLRI is  presented in Appendix 3, w ith  the le t t e r  
o f the scale each item belongs to designated fo r  the reader.
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Use o f  the BLRI in  the studies o f  encounter groups seems to  be 
l im ite d  to those o f  Clark and Culbert (1965); C iccati (1970); and Lee 
(1969). Clark and Culbert used the BLRI w ith in  the group to  see i f  
those persons forming the most mutually therapeutic re la t ionsh ips  
would also show the greatest amount o f  improvement in s e l f  awareness. 
Their re su lts  were inconclusive. C ic c a t i ,  found th a t  there was a 
s ig n i f ic a n t  drop in the BLRI scales from pre to  post on uncond it iona lity  
o f  regard and congruence in a p ro fess iona lly  led encounter group, while 
no s ig n i f ic a n t  changes occurred in  a group using encounter tapes, or a 
group tha t was s e l f  d irected using a one time demonstrati ona! model 
f o r  a stimulus. C ic c a t i 's  data is  d i f f i c u l t  to  in te rp re t  however since 
he does not t e l l  who f i l l e d  out the BLRI, or who the subject o f  the 
BLRI was. Lee found p o s it ive  but not s ig n i f ic a n t  changes on three scales 
(empathy, congruence, and u n co n d it io n a lity  o f  regard) o f  the BLRI 
f i l l e d  out by roommates o f  20 college students who underwent 20 hours 
o f  in tens ive group encounter. Generally then, few s ig n i f ic a n t  changes 
to date have been demonstrated in interpersonal re la t io n s h ip  in  en­
counter type groups using the BLRI.
The Experimenter Modified Relationship Inventory
Since one purpose o f  the study is  to te s t  the e f fe c ts  o f  the group 
experience on the accuracy o f  perception o f  the experimental subjects 
in th e i r  interpersonal re la t io n s h ip s ,  a method o f  measuring th a t accuracy 
had to be found. Hungerman (1970), provided the i n i t i a l  method. He
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asked 24 student counselors to  p red ic t the BLRI as he f e l t  a c l ie n t  
would respond. Hungerman u t i l iz e d  Cronbach's (1955) work in the 
analysis o f  his data and discovered th a t d i f fe r e n t ia l  accuracy, i . e . ,  
accurate perception was a s k i l l  th a t can be learned, ra the r than a 
t r a i t  o f  the ind iv id ua l judge.
I f ,  as encounter group theory would suggest, the group subject 
becomes more empathetic, congruent, w i l l in g  to d isc lose , and has more 
• unconditional po s it ive  regard, the system th a t  ex is ts  between the 
subject and others in his environment should also change in  a p o s it ive  
d ire c t io n .
The process o f  interpersonal accuracy has best been studied by
Laing, P h i l l ip s o n , and Lee (1966), who s ta te :
"We need concepts which ind ica te  both the 
in te ra c t io n  and interexperience o f two 
persons, and help us to understand the re la t io n  
between each person's own experiences and his 
own behavior, always o f  course w ith in  the 
context o f the re la t io n sh ip  between them. Our 
concepts must also help us to  understand the 
persons and th e i r  re la t io n s  in re la t io n  to the 
system which th e i r  re la t io n sh ip  creates.
(p. 7).
In the process o f  examining these systems from the po in t o f  view 
o f the perception o f  the in d iv id ua ls  invo lved, Laing e t .  a l . ,c o n ­
ceptual!' zed several leve ls  o f  perception. Included, are d ire c t  per­
spectives, such as my view o f myself, and the other person. The 
meta-perspective, the level o f understanding, which is  my view o f  the 
o th e r 's  view o f  me, and the meta-meta-perspective, or my view o f the
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o th e r 's  view o f  my view o f him e tc . Obviously, attempts to  p red ic t 
another's view o f  myself must f a l l  in to  the meta-perspective le ve l.
The reason the BLRI i t s e l f  was modified ra the r than simply 
asking the subjects to  f i l l  the inventory out as he perceived his 
fr ie n d  would f i l l  i t  ou t, was to  reduce confusion on the part o f  the 
subjects as to the meaning o f any given item. As is  the case w ith  the 
regular BLRI, the modified BLRI consists o f  s ix  scales, leve l o f regard, 
empathy, congruence, uncond it iona lity  o f  regard, w il l ingness  to be known, 
and the to ta l  o f each o f  the previous scales combined in to  the s ix th  
scale. The modified version o f  the BLRI is  presented in Appendix 4 
w ith  the scale o f  each item indicated fo r  the reader.
Summary
In summary, l i t t l e  well con tro lled  research has been done w ith  
regard to  the questions o f  improved accuracy o f  interpersonal per­
ception, and improved re la t ionsh ips  as a re s u l t  o f  encounter group or 
s e n s i t iv i t y  t ra in in g .  Perhaps the greatest problem in the area is  
the fa c t  accuracy o f  perception is so d i f f i c u l t  to measure. Studies 
which have attempted to  show th a t accuracy is  a t r a i t  which is  
possessed by the ind iv id ua l have in general been unsuccessful. I f ,  
however, accuracy o f interpersonal perception is  a s k i l l  th a t  can be 
improved in t ra in in g ,  as shown in a t leas t one study (Hungerman 1969), 
perhaps more work in th is  area can be undertaken. This work must be 
done from a coo rien ta tiona l perspective i f  i t  is  to  be o f much value.
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I t  must take in to  consideration as w e l l ,  category systems which re ­
search subjects understand and share in regard to interpersonal re ­
la t io nsh ip s .
CHAPTER I I I  
METHOD
Subjects
Subjects in  the experimental group consisted o f a to ta l  o f 
24 students from one o f  the three sections o f  Interpersonal Communi­
cation 110, In troduction  to  Human Communication Relationsh ips, a t 
the U n ive rs ity  o f  Montana spring quarter 1976. A l l  subjects included 
in the study were volunteers who took both the p re tes t and posttes t 
w ith the Modified Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory, and suggested 
the name o f a fr ie n d  or s ig n i f ic a n t  other o f the same sex, who also 
completed both pre and post measures w ith  the Barrett-Lennard Re­
la t io n sh ip  Inventory.
Control group subjects consisted o f  12 volunteer students enrolled 
in  Interpersonal Communication 111, In troduction  to  Public Speaking 
a t the U n ive rs ity  o f  Montana, also in  spring quarter 1976. Ins truc t io n  
in  the Public Speaking class does not overlap w ith  the re la t ion sh ip  
s k i l l s  t ra in in g  th a t takes place in Interpersonal Communication 110. 
Students in  Public Speaking classes learn to organize, o u t l in e ,  prepare, 
d e l iv e r ,  and c r i t iq u e  the de live ry  o f  pub lic  speeches (see Appendix 2). 
Each contro l sub ject l i k e  the experimental subjects f i l l e d  out both 
measures, and also suggested the name o f  another person o f  the same 
sex who was a fr ie n d  or s ig n i f ic a n t  o ther, and th is  person also com­
pleted both adm in is tra tions of the BLRI.
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A ll  students who were enro lled simultaneously in  both 110, and 
111 were excluded from both samples.
Experimental Design
The nonequivalent contro l group design (Campbell and Stanley,
1963, pp. 47-50) was employed in  th is  study since i t  was impossible 
fo r  the experimenter to randomly assign subjects to  the experimental 
and contro l cond itions. The nonequivalent con tro l group design re ­
quires adm in is tra tion  o f a p re tes t as well as a pos ttes t in  both the 
experimental and contro l groups. The major d if fe rence  between the 
groups, is  tha t between the pre and posttest adm in is tra tions the 
experimental group undergoes some experimental treatment. Since 
subjects were s e l f  se lected, ce r ta in  problems in in te rp re ta t io n  o f 
re su lts  were present.
Materia ls
Materia ls fo r  th is  study consis t o f the Barrett-Lennard Relation­
ship Inventory in sex appropriate forms and the experimenter modified 
version o f the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory also in  sex 
appropriate forms. Other m ateria ls  required include the o r ig in a l 
volunteer sign-up forms fo r  the Interpersonal Communication 110 and 
111 classes. Two sets o f  d ire c t io n s  were also required. These were 
fo r  the pre test fo r  both subjects and s ig n if ic a n t  others. The 
Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory in  both sex forms is  reported in
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Appendix 3. The Modified Barrett-Lennard is  presented in  Appendix 4, 
i t  also is  presented in both sex forms. The sign-up forms, and 
d ire c t io n  sheets fo r  both subjects and s ig n i f ic a n t  others fo r  both 
the experimental and contro l groups, as well as fo r  both the pre, and 
posttes t are presented in  Appendix 5.
Procedure
Students in  interpersonal Communication 110 and 111 were contacted 
during the f i r s t  week o f Spring Quarter and asked to  volunteer fo r  
the experiment. Copies o f the sign-up sheets fo r  110 and 111 were d is ­
tr ib u te d  a t th is  time. No e f f o r t  was made to obtain data during the 
f i r s t  week o f  classes, because o f the cautions pointed out by Harrison 
(1971). Harrison points out tha t the e a r l ie s t  sessions o f  a group 
experience are often anxious times fo r  both group members and f a c i l i ­
ta to rs  as w e l l .  The best time to c o l le c t  data is  p r io r  to  the s ta r t  
o f  the f i r s t  group session. Due to the nature o f these groups, th is  
data gathering procedure was impossible. Harrison also recommends 
s trong ly  th a t pos ttes t data not be co llec ted  on the f in a l  day o f  a 
group experience when the f u l l  "glow" is on the p a r t ic ip a n ts .  This 
"glow" presents accurate evaluation o f  the actual e ffec ts  o f  the en­
counter s i tu a t io n .  C o llec t ion  o f data fo r  the pretests began at the 
end o f the second week o f classes and a l l  data fo r  the p re te s t ,  c o l ­
lected from both the subjects and th e i r  s ig n i f ic a n t  others was ob­
tained before the end o f the th i r d  week o f classes.
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Data c o l le c t io n  procedures were oas fo l low s . Students who 
indicated a w il l ingness  to p a r t ic ip a te  in  the study were directed 
to go to room 339-A in the Libera l A rts Build ing a t the U n ive rs ity  
o f Montana between 8:00 am and 4:00 pm Tuesday and Thursday, or 
8:00-9:00 am, and 11:00-4:00 Monday, Wednesday and Friday. When a 
student a r r ive d , they were asked i f  they were 110, or 111 students, 
or fr iends o f  110 or 111 students. Each person was then given a copy 
o f  the sex appropriate BLRI, or modified BLRI. Each student then sat 
a t a p r iva te  ca rre l and completed the inventory. Because o f the nature 
o f  the study, only complete sets o f data, i . e . ,  the BLRI from the s ig ­
n i f ic a n t  other and the modified BLRI from the subjects were o f use.
A l l  incomplete sets o f  data were discarded from the study. A to ta l  
o f th i r ty - tw o  sets o f data were discarded. Eighteen o f these came 
from Interpersonal Communication 111, the Public Speaking class. Of 
th is  eighteen, nine sets fa i le d  to be completed at the p re tes t ,  and 
nine more a t the po s ttes t.  Fourteen sets from Interpersonal Communi­
cation 110 were discarded. Of these e igh t were discarded a t the out­
se t, and the remaining s ix  were incomplete a t the posttes t.
The pos ttes t data was co llec ted during the week preceding f in a l  
week a t the U n ive rs ity  o f Montana Spring quarter 1976. Thus, there 
were approximately 40 hours o f class time in  Interpersonal Communi­
cation 110 between completion o f the pretests and posttests fo r  the 
study. I t  was decided tha t an attempt to c o l le c t  pos ttes t data during
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f in a l  week o f the quarter would be nearly impossible because i t  would 
be in d i re c t  competition w ith  studying fo r  and tak ing o f  f in a l  exams, 
as well as deadlines fo r  term papers. There was no way to c o l le c t  
pos ttes t data fo llow ing  the f in a l  week o f  the quarter.
Before data could be u t i l i z e d  in  the study, complete sets had 
to be obtained fo r  both the subject and s ig n i f ic a n t  other on both the 
p re tes t and posttes ts . Th ir ty - tw o  sets o f  incomplete data had to be 
discarded. Several personal contacts were made w ith  subjects and 
s ig n i f ic a n t  others in an attempt to obtain as many complete sets of 
data as possible fo r  both the experimental and contro l groups.
The times and place o f data c o l le c t io n  remained the same fo r  the 
posttests as in p re tes ting . Students and the s ig n i f ic a n t  others com­
pleted the posttests again in  Room 339-A o f the L ibera l A rts  Build ing .
S ta t is t ic a l  Treatment o f Data
Because there were two major questions addressed in  the study, two 
d i f fe re n t  types o f s t a t is t ic a l  analysis were u t i l i z e d .
The f i r s t  question was concerned w ith the importance o f in t e r ­
personal re la t ionsh ips  o f  the subjects to  the s ig n i f ic a n t  others. This 
information was obtained on the BLRI f i l l e d  out by the s ig n i f ic a n t  
others. Because o f the quasi-experimental nature o f the study which 
prevented the experimenter from randomly assigning subjects (and 
therefore s ig n i f ic a n t  others) to the experimental or contro l cond it ions, 
i t  was necessary to employ an analysis o f  covariance using s i f n i f i c a n t
57
others p re tes t scores as the covaria te , to ad jus t fo r  i n i t i a l  d i f ­
ferences between the experimental and contro l groups.
The second question regards the accuracy o f interpersonal per­
ception. In order to address th is  question, i t  was necessary to 
co rre la te  the pretests o f the s ig n i f ic a n t  others w ith  the pretests 
o f the subjects, and then to compare these w ith  the co rre la t ions  be­
tween the posttests o f the s ig n i f ic a n t  others w ith  the posttests o f 
■the subjects. B la lock 's  (1960) formula fo r  comparison o f co rre la t ions  
from independent samples was then u t i l i z e d  to see i f  the co rre la t ions  
fo r  the experimental group were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe re n t  from those o f 
the contro l group.
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS
Covariance and C orre la tion  Results
The f i r s t  question to be considered is  how the modified en­
counter group experience effected important interpersonal r e la t io n ­
ships o f  the subjects outside o f the group i t s e l f .  Only th a t data 
re la t in g  to  the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory obtained from 
sub jects ' and co n tro ls ' s ig n i f ic a n t  others need be considered here.
I t  was hypothesized tha t the experimental group would improve s ig ­
n i f ic a n t ly  when compared to those in  the contro l group, on a l l  f iv e  
scales of the BLRI (leve l o f Regard, Empathy, Congruence, Uncon­
d i t i o n a l i t y  o f Regard, and Willingness to be known) as well as the 
to ta l  composte o f the f iv e  scales. Since there was a p o s s ib i l i t y  
th a t the two groups were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe re n t  a t the ou tset, be­
cause o f the in a b i l i t y  o f the experimenter to  randomly assign the 
subjects, analysis o f covariance was u t i l i z e d .  This procedure u t i l iz e d  
the pre test means fo r  each group fo r  the covaria te .
By examining the information in  Table 1 . ,  the reader can see the 
pre test means as well as the pos ttes t means and the mean gains fo r  both 
the experimental and contro l groups. As w i l l  be seen, the s ig n i f ic a n t  
others o f both groups were not completely po s it ive  in th e i r  evaluation 
o f  the experimental and con tro l group subjects. One o f  the scale means
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fo r  the experimental group (Congruence) declined from the p re tes t to 
the posttes t. Four o f the s ix  scales fo r  the con tro l group (Level 
o f Regard, Empathy, Congruence, and Willingness to  be Known) also 
declined. The lower the mean score o f  the BLRI scales, the more 
poorly the ind iv id ua l rated is  seen by the person f i l l i n g  out the form.
Table 1. Mean Gains fo r  Experimental and Control Group's S ig n if ic a n t  
Others on the BLRI.
Interpersonal Communication 110 Pretest Posttest Means and Gains
Variables Pretest Posttest Gain
Regard 38.37 40.12 1.75
Empathy 13.29 15.33 2.04
Congruence 27.79 25.79 -2.00
U ncond it iona lity
o f  Regard 7.08 8.92 1.83
Willingness to be Known 23.71 23.79 .08
Total 103.46 112.83 9.37




Regard 34.00 31.33 -2.67
Empathy 15.17 12.50 -2.67
Congruence 23.17 ' 22.17 -1.00
U ncond it iona lity
o f  Regard 2.17 2.25 .08
W illingness to  be Known 20.08 19.92 - .17
Total 83.68 88.25 4.58
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In order to  t e l l  i f  these mean changes are s ig n i f ic a n t  i t  is  
necessary to  look at the resu lts  o f  the analysis o f  covariance fo r  each 
o f the f iv e  scales as well as the combined to ta l  scale. The in fo r ­
mation in Table 2 . ,  provides these re su lts .  At th is  po in t in the d is ­
cussion, we need be in terested only in the Adjusted Posttest Comparison 
f igu res . Only the f i r s t  scale presented, i . e . ,  Level o f Regard 
changed s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from the pre test to  the posttes t. This ind icates 
th a t the s ig n i f ic a n t  others o f  the experimental group subjects, saw 
the subjects as having s ig n i f ic a n t ly  greater regard fo r  them at the 
time o f p re tes t ing .
Table 2. Results o f  the analysis o f  Covariance Procedure fo r  the 
Experimental and Control Groups.
Variable 1. Level o f  Regard
Source o f  Varia tion





(Covariate) Regard 2289.40 1 2289.40 48.67*
Adjusted Posttest 
Comparison 295.97 1 295.97 6.20*
Residual 1552.27 33 47.94
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T a b le  2.  ( C o n t i n u e d )
Variable 2 .  Empathy
Sum o f Mean
Source o f  Varia tion_______Squares______DF______Squares_________ F
Pretest Differences
(Covariate) Empathy 2750.24 1 2750.24 35.46*
Adjusted Posttest
Comparison 148.67 1 148.67 1.92
Residual 2559.64 33 18.68
Variable 3. Congruence
Sum o f Mean
Source o f  Varia tion______ Squares______ DF______Squares_________ F
Pretest Differences
(Covariate) Congruence 3798.78 1 3798.78 34.60*
Adjusted Posttest
Comparison 1.11 1 1.11 .01
Residual 3622.87 33 109.78
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T a b l e  2.  ( C o n t i n u e d )
Variable 4. U ncond it iona lity  o f  Regard
Source o f Varia tion






U ncond it iona lity 4221.16 1 4221.16 35.86*
Adjusted Posttest 
Comparison 63.39 1 63.39 .58
Residual 3885.09 33 117.73
Variable 5. Willingness to be Known
Source o f  Varia tion






Willingness 1247.77 1 1247.44 25.95*
Adjusted Posttest
Comparison 29.24 1 29.24 .61
Residual 1586.32 33 48.07
63
T a b l e  2.  ( C o n t i n u e d )
Variable 6. The Total Seal e
Source o f V aria tion





(Covariate) Total 53624.30 1 53624.30 46.74*
Adjusted Posttest 
Compari son 113.13 1 113.13 .10
Residual 37860.87 33 1147.30
*S ig n i f ic a n t  a t the p .05 level o f confidence
Of a l l  the f in d in g s , the most s ta r t l in g  no doubt is  the fa c t  tha t 
the two groups did in fa c t  d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  a t the time o f pre­
tes t in g  on every one o f  the scales, as well as the to ta l  o f  the f iv e  
scales, as can be seen by examining the pre test resu lts  which were 
also presented in  Table 2. This ind icates tha t the contro l group 
because i t  so d r a s t ic a l ly  d i f fe re d  from the experimental group from 
the ou tset, was not appropriate to f u l l y  expla in the re su lts  o f the 
experimental treatment. This fa c to r  w i l l  be discussed in  greater depth 
in  Chapter V: Discussion o f Results and Im plica tions fo r  Future 
Research.
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The second major question addressed concerned the accuracy o f  
subjects in  both the experimental and contro l groups in  p red ic t ing  
the responses o f th e i r  s ig n i f ic a n t  others on the BLRI. Considering 
the resu lts  o f  the analysis o f covariance procedure, i t  is  necessary 
to  f i r s t  see i f  any s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe rences existed between the two 
groups at the time o f p re tes ting . Table 3 . ,  presents the pre test 
co rre la t io ns  fo r  both experimental and contro l subjects w ith  th e i r  
s ig n i f ic a n t  others, as well as a te s t  o f these co rre la t io ns  fo r  s ig ­
n i f ic a n t  d iffe rences between groups (B la lock, 1960).
Table 3. Pretest Corre lations Between the Subjects and Their
S ig n if ic a n t  Others fo r  Both Experimental and
Control Groups
Variable INCO no INCO 111 z
Level o f Regard .50 -.38 2.42*
Empathy .41 -.25 1.73*
Congruence .64 .23 1.31
Uncondi t io n a l i t y
of Regard .34 -.03 .96
Willingness to  be
Known .45 .11 .96
Total .55 -.08 1.74*
* z 1.65 is  s ig n i f ic a n t  a t the .05 level o f confidence.
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As can be seen by examining these f ig u re s ,  again a t  the time o f 
pre tes ting  there were s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe rences between the experi­
mental and the control group. The experimental group a t the beginning 
o f the experiment were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more accurate in  p red ic t ing  th e i r  
s ig n i f ic a n t  o thers ' responses on three scales (Level o f  Regard, Empathy, 
and the Total scale). At the time o f po s ttes ting , however, none of 
the obtained co rre la t ions  fo r  the experimental group remained s ig ­
n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe re n t  from the contro l group, as can be seen by ex­
amining Table 4.
Table 4. Posttest Corre lations Between the Subjects and Their 
S ig n if ic a n t  Others fo r  Both Experimental and 
Control Groups
Variable INCO no INCO 111 z
Level o f Regard .56 .10 1.33
Empathy .70 .39 1.17
Congruence .52 .21 .91
U ncond it iona lity  o f
Regard .26 .18 .22
Willingness to  be
Known .42 .34 .19
Total .44 .31 .39
* z 1.65 is  s ig n i f ic a n t  a t the .05 level o f confidence
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This ind icates tha t the hypothesized improvement in  in te rp e r­
sonal perception as defined in  th is  study did not occur as a re s u lt  
o f the experimental treatment.
Additional Treatment o f  Data
There were, however, some improvements in accuracy though these 
were not s ig n i f ic a n t .  The greatest amount o f improvement took place 
fo r  persons in the Interpersonal Communication 111 class. However, 
none o f  the co rre la t ions  fo r  the Interpersonal Communication 111 sub­
je c ts  and th e i r  s ig n i f ic a n t  others ever d i f fe re d  from leve ls  th a t we 
could expect from chance. Eleven o f the twelve obtained co rre la t io ns  
fo r  the experimental group did d i f f e r  from chance, even though they 
were not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe re n t  from those o f  the con tro ls .  An im­
portant po in t to note however, is  th a t since the experimental group 
is la rg e r than the contro l group, the contro l group's co rre la t io ns  
have to be greater in order to  reach s ta t is t ic a l  s ig n if ica n ce . Table 5 .,  
presents both the p re te s t ,  and posttes t co rre la t io ns  fo r  both groups 
fo r  easy comparison.
Despite the size o f the contro l group, a t te n t io n  to  the present 
data is  somewhat alarming. In fou r out o f s ix  c o r re la t io n s , the per­
ception o f the contro l group subjects was a c tu a l ly  negative ly corre la ted! 
Since the contro l sub jects , l i k e  the experimentals were ins truc ted 
to choose a fr ie n d  o f  the same sex (Appendix 4 ) , one must wonder about 
the q u a l i ty  o f these fr ie ndsh ips , when the agreement between fr iends
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Table 5. Pretest and Posttest Corre lations o f Subjects With 











Level o f  Regard .50* .56* -.38 .10
Empathy .41* .70* -.25 .39
Congruence .64* .52* .23 .21
U ncond it iona lity  o f
Regard .34* .26 -.03 ,18
Wi 11ingness to  be
Known .45* .42* -.11 .34
Total .55* .44* -.08 .31
*  P ^ . 0 5
on the behaviors and a tt itu d e s  o f one member o f the p a ir  is  v i r t u a l l y  
nonexistent. This question w i l l  be addressed to  a greater extent in 
Chapter V.
On the posttest questionnaires, both the subjects in the experi­
mental and contro l groups as well as the s ig n i f ic a n t  others were asked 
to  ind ica te  whether they had discussed the pre test questionnaires 
between the pre test and posttes t. Fo rty -fou r percent o f the pairs in ­
dicated tha t they did discuss the pre tests . Out of the contro l group, 
fo r ty -one percent indicated they had, and fo r t y - f i v e  percent o f the 
experimental subjects also responded p o s i t iv e ly .  There seems to  be 
no s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe rence  between the two groups in th is  area. Of
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those discussing the p re tes ts , about one th i r d  ( i . e . ,  about 13 per­
cent o f the to ta l  NJ indicated tha t they discussed the re la t io n sh ip  
between them in re la t io n  to the questionnaires. This th ir ty -o n e  
percent was d iv ided nearly equally between the two groups. Only one 
person f e l t  tha t the questionnaire might not have been a measure o f 
his perception o f the s ig n i f ic a n t  other.
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
There were two major questions addressed in  th is  study. The 
f i r s t  was how a modified encounter type o f  experience would e f fe c t  
the accuracy o f interpersonal perception. When the re su lts  were ex­
amined i t  was discovered th a t no hypothesized improvement in  the 
accuracy o f  interpersonal perception occurred w ith  the subjects 
s ig n i f ic a n t  o thers, in  dyads outside o f the group s e t t in g .  By com­
paring the pre tes t co rre la t io ns  o f the subjects modified B a rre t t -  
Lennard Relationship Inventory scores, w ith  the posttests on these 
same measures, one w i l l  see an actual decline in  accuracy. Though 
none o f these declines were s ig n i f ic a n t ,  the d ire c t io n  o f  change does 
cause concern.
As discussed in  Chapter I I ,  improvement in the accuracy o f per­
ception o f others and the genera liza tion  o f  th is  s k i l l  to  re la t ionsh ips  
outside o f the group experience, are major assumptions in  the theore­
t i c a l  framework surrounding group research. Both Campbell and 
Dunnette (1968) and Smith (1975a) have noted th a t to  date, no one has 
shown these assumptions tru e . The current study is  a lso unsuccess­
fu l  in  th is  regard. Again, as in the past, however, measurement o f 
accuracy i t s e l f  may be p a r t ly  to  blame fo r  the re s u lts .  The fa c t  
remains, however, th a t while  Interpersonal Communication.110 students
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were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more accurate than the con tro ls  in  Interpersonal 
Communication 111 at the time o f p retesting on three o f  the s ix  scales 
o f the BLRI, these d iffe rences were no longer s ig n i f ic a n t  a t the time 
o f p re test ing .
The second major question addressed in  th is  study re la tes  to the 
changes in important re la t ionsh ips  between group p a r t ic ip a n ts  and 
persons outside o f  the group, as a re s u l t  o f  group p a r t ic ip a t io n .  To 
study th is  question, an attempt was made to obtain ra tings  o f the 
subjects actual behaviors and a tt itude s  in  th a t re la t io n sh ip  a t the 
beginning and end o f  the group experience. These behaviors and 
a t t i tu d e s  correspond to the "Necessary and S u f f ic ie n t "  conditions fo r  
therapeutic change as postulated by Rogers (1957), and fo r  a l l  im­
portan t re la t ionsh ips  as suggested by Barrett-Lennard (1962). I t  was 
assumed by Barrett-Lennard th a t the higher the score fo r  each scale 
(Level o f Regard, Empathy, Congruence, U ncond it iona lity  o f Regard, and 
Willingness to be Known, plus the composit o f  those f iv e  sca les), the 
greater the value of tha t re la t io n sh ip  to the ind iv id ua l who f i l l e d  
out the measure.
At the time o f po s ttes t ing , only the level o f regard scale had 
improved s ig n i f ic a n t ly  fo r  the experimental subjects when compared 
w ith  the con tro ls . This ind icates tha t persons in  dyads w ith  the 
experimental subjects outside o f the group se tt in g  saw those people 
as having more p o s i t iv e ,  and consistent regard fo r  them as persons in 
those re la t ion sh ips .
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Perhaps the comment made by McHenry (1971), in his c r i t iq u e  o f 
the accuracy research holds here as w e ll .  I t  may be th a t while the 
conditions set out by Rogers (1957) are necessary fo r  therapeutic 
change, they may well not be the c r i t e r ia  used by persons who do not 
share his the o re tica l perspective, in determining the value o f  a given 
re la t io n s h ip .  That is ,  the judge (the person completing the BLRI) 
may not agree w ith  the professionals on what is  important in  the re ­
la t io n sh ip .  I t  may be th a t what is  ca lled fo r  here is  development o f a 
new too l th a t takes the category systems o f "normal" persons in to  
account where important interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  are involved.
Methodological Problems
There are several methodological problems tha t have become apparent 
in  th is  study. The f i r s t ,  and no doubt most simple is  the extremely 
small sample s ize. Though a l l  three sections o f  Interpersonal Communi­
ca tion  110 and a l l  s ix  sections o f  Interpersonal Communication 111 were 
contacted, only 24 former, and 12 in  the la t t e r  completed the experi­
mental proceudre. As any person involved in  behavioral science re ­
search is  aware, i t  is  extremely d i f f i c u l t  to demonstrate s ig n i f ic a n t  
d iffe rences between groups, w ith  groups th is  s ize . The d i f f i c u l t y  o f 
ob ta in ing and re ta in in g  subjects in  th is  experimental procedure was 
probably d i r e c t ly  re la ted to  the fa c t  tha t subjects in  vo lun teering , 
volunteered the time o f a f r ie n d ,  or s ig n i f ic a n t  other o f the same sex 
as w e l l .  F ifteen sets o f data had to  be discarded from pre tes t to
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posttes t because they were incomplete, tha t i s ,  the pos ttes t data 
could not be obtained. Nine o f  these came from the INCO 111 class 
which had only h a l f  as many people complete the e n t i re  experiment. 
Another set o f  17 persons were excluded a t the ou tset, because they 
did not have inventories fo r  th e i r  s ig n i f ic a n t  others on the p re tes t. 
Again, there were nine persons in  the INCO 111 class in  th is  group.
S t i l l  another fa c to r  in  the d i f f i c u l t y  to  obtain data, and there­
fore  have groups o f large size was the duration o f the experiment.
Seven weeks passed between the pretests and po s ttes ts , and th is  also 
no doubt had a marked e f fe c t  on the in a b i l i t y  to  obtain complete sets 
o f data.
A second and perhaps more important methodological problem is  an 
aspect o f the design i t s e l f .  The design, as mentioned in  Campbell and 
Stanley (1963), is  frequen tly  used in  educational se tt ings  where the 
experimenter is  dealing w ith  s e l f  selected in ta c t  groups. The weakest 
form o f th is  design has not only in ta c t  groups, but the experimenter 
cannot even randomly assign the experimental conditions to  these groups. 
Since Interpersonal Communication 110 in th is  study was the independent 
va r ia b le , th is  random assignment was impossible.
I t  was o r ig in a l ly  assumed th a t  Interpersonal Communication 110, 
and 111 would be equiva lent, since both were required fo r  communication 
majors, and both met part o f  the English-Communication requirement fo r  
many non-majors. Both classes were also designed fo r  freshman level 
students.
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The two classes, however, on the contrary may well not have been 
equivalent in  other very important respects. The re g is t ra t io n  pro­
cedures at the U n ive rs ity  o f Montana, allow a l l  sen iors, and graduate 
students to re g is te r  fo r  classes before the freshmen, sophomores, and 
ju n io rs .  Since many people are somewhat fe a r fu l o r , a t lea s t con­
cerned about being forced in to  a public speaking s i tu a t io n ,  many 
seniors who were f in is h in g  up th e i r  requirements, would choose to take 
the Interpersonal Communication 110 (In troduction  to  Human Communication 
Relationsh ips) courses ra ther than Interpersonal Communication 111 
( In troduc tion  to  Public Speaking). S t i l l  other students, both seniors, 
and graduate students took the 110 course because i t  appeared in ­
te re s t in g , broadened th e i r  perspective, and/or because i t  o ffered 
f iv e  c re d its  while the 111 course offered only three c re d its .
As a re s u l t ,  there were many seniors in  the 110 c lass, and many 
more freshmen, sophomores, and ju n io rs  in  the pub lic  speaking classes.
By examining the re su lts  o f the covariance procedures, i t  is  
possible to see how these two groups did in fa c t  d i f f e r  at the beginning 
o f  the experiment. A l l  s ix  o f  the scales o f  the BLRI, Level o f Regard, 
Empathy, Congruence, U ncond it io na li ty ,  Willingness to  be Known, and 
the to ta l  o f  these scores, were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  higher fo r  s ig n i f ic a n t  
others o f students in  the Interpersonal Communication 110 class than 
fo r  the students in  the contro l cond it ion . Likewise, the accuracy o f 
subjects in  the 110 class was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  be tte r on three scales 
(Level o f Regard, Empathy, and the to ta l )  o f the BLRI than were the 
111 subjects.
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One possible explanation fo r  these f ind ings seems to be tha t 
the two groups were h igh ly  d i f fe re n t  from the very outset. In re t ro ­
spect, i t  would have been bene f ic ia l to compare the ages o f subjects 
in  each o f the groups, as well as the duration o f the re la t ionsh ips  
e x is t in g  between the sub jects , and th e i r  " s ig n i f ic a n t  o thers". I t  is  
h igh ly  in te re s t in g  to speculate on the q u a l i ty  o f  dyads when there is 
v i r t u a l l y  no agreement between the p a ir  on the behavior and a t t i tu d e s  
o f  a t least one o f the members.
I f  the re la t ionsh ips  o f the 111 students were in fa c t  o f very short 
duration a t the time o f p re tes t in g , the fa c t  tha t the accuracy o f 
interpersonal perception while not d i f fe r in g  from chance a t the pre­
te s t ,  improved fo r  them on fou r o f  the s ix  scales a t the time o f post­
te s t in g ,  could be due to the interveening seven weeks. The fa i lu r e  
fo r  the experimental group to change s ig n i f ic a n t ly  as a re s u l t  o f  the 
treatment might be due to  the fa c t  tha t the re la t ionsh ips  they had, 
had been long term, and there fore  much more stable and balanced, and 
less prone to rad ica l changes. The strength o f  these re la t ionsh ips  
may also help account fo r  the fa c t  tha t twice as many subjects in  the 
three Interpersonal Communication 110 classes completed the experiment, 
ye t about twice as many Interpersonal Communication 111 students in  
the s ix  classes were contacted. W it t ic h 's  (1955) re su lts  too would 
tend to  confirm th is  in te rp re ta t io n s . He found, using work groups 
w ith  a t leas t four months o f  contact, tha t accuracy was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
greater than chance. He also found tha t psychological adjustment was
75
p o s i t iv e ly  re la ted  to the a b i l i t y  to  p red ic t and be predicted.
Rogers (1965), notes as well th a t  c l ie n ts  who are b e tte r  adjusted at 
the beginning o f therapy tend to perceive more o f  these therapeutic 
conditions and eventua lly  improve more than persons less w e ll ad­
jus ted. I t  may well be tha t the academic and personal confusion o f 
younger students helped cause the s ig n i f ic a n t  lower scores a t the 
pre test leve ls . Thus, the m aturity  and re la t iv e  s t a b i l i t y  o f  o lder 
students may have been a major fa c to r  in th e i r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  higher 
BLRI scores, as well as th e i r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  be tte r perception a t the 
present leve ls .
Since even the researchers in the f i e ld  have been unable to  de­
termine the c r i t e r ia  th a t should be used to assess accuracy, i t  is  
r id icu lo u s  to assume th a t subjects in  such studies can even obtain 
the level o f complete accuracy. Perhaps the students in  the In te r ­
personal Communication 110 class had atta ined a c e i l in g  on the actual 
perceptual accuracy possible in  those re la t io n sh ip s . I f  one looks 
at the r e l i a b i l i t y  o f the BLRI as reported by Barrett-Lennard, i t  is  
possible to  conclude th a t the declines made by the 110 group a t the 
posttes t were due to  regression. I t  must be noted as well tha t two o f 
the s ix  scales did in  fa c t  increase, and th a t the accuracy o f  persons 
in the 110 class was always superior to tha t o f the students in 
Interpersonal Communication 111.
S t i l l  another fa c to r  must also be considered when examining the 
decline in four o f  the scales o f the BLRI. Many o f  the people in  the
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110 class were sen iors , and would be graduating a t the completion 
o f the quarter the study was undertaken. These persons may have 
stra ted  to insu la te  themselves from the hurt tha t would come when 
both members o f  the re la t io n sh ip  fin ished  th e i r  s tud ies, and went 
t h e i r  separate ways. Of the f iv e  scales on the BLRI, i t  w i l l  be re ­
membered tha t the only one to  improve s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from pre to post­
tes t in g  was the leve l o f  regard, which may ind ica te  tha t the re la t io n ­
ships were ra p id ly  changing from ac tive  fr iendsh ips to  cherished 
memories, w ith  less psychological involvement.
An extremely simple experiment could be ea s ily  carr ied  out to te s t  
th is  in te rp re ta t io n .  One would simply have to obtain complete sets 
o f  data fo r  seniors, and there s ig n i f ic a n t  others, and freshman and 
th e i r  s ig n i f ic a n t  others, and then compare th is  data s t a t i s t i c a l l y  to 
get a hold on the kind o f d iffe rences tha t e x is t  between these two 
groups due to the m a tu r ity , greater socia l experience, and s t a b i l i t y  
the seniors have had an opportun ity  to obtain.
I f  no s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe rences appeared as a re s u l t  o f  th is  experi­
mental procedure, we would have to conclude th a t the i n i t i a l  d ifferences 
obtained in the present study must be due to the s e l f -s e le c t io n  o f 
students in to  these two classes. I t  may be fo r  example th a t the people 
who a c t iv e ly  seek encounter type experiences d i f f e r  from those who 
seek public  speaking types o f  experiences. I f  persons here are in fa c t  
s e l f  selected, then the only way to obtain an adequate contro l group 
would be by going outside of the college course medium, toward a
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modified encounter experience provided through a college counseling 
and te s t in g  center, community mental health agency, or other organi­
za tion , where a l l  pa rt ic ipan ts  were in fa c t  volunteers who have chosen 
to undergo the experience. These people could then be randomly assigned 
to experimental and contro l conditions w ith  the contro l group re ­
ceiv ing the experience in  a second group, presented a f te r  the f i r s t  
group experience. Many add it iona l questions could also be addressed in 
th is  kind o f se tt in g  w ith a Solomon four way design.
Add it iona l work must also be done w ith  regard to improvement in  
the accuracy o f  interpersonal perception as a re s u lt  o f group experience. 
This question is  centra l to the area. I f  accuracy is  not improved, 
then much o f the previous work in  the area w i l l  have to  be reexamined 
in  l i g h t  o f th is  f in d in g . Theoretical developments in  the area w i l l  
have to take a new look at " s e n s i t iv i t y "  t ra in in g .  Additional re ­
search must also address the question concerning the genera lization 
o f  learning from the "safe" atmosphere o f the group se tt ing  o f s i tu a ­
tions removed from the group. I f  learn ing does not generalize, the 
group experience, while  fun or e xc it in g  cannot be o f great value.
As suggested e a r l ie r ,  there is  probably no such th ing as perfec t 
perception in  interpersonal re la t ion sh ips . Just where the c e i l in g  is ,  
also cannot be known. I t  seems possible tha t to ta l  accuracy in  some 
re la t ionsh ips  might be too much o f  a good th ing. Inaccuracy could 
under some circumstances serve a useful purpose. One of the fa i lu re s
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o f many th e o r is ts  is  tha t once an idea or concept is  elucidated 
and a continuum o f the s k i l l  or c h a ra c te r is t ic  is  established, they 
con s is ten t ly  believe tha t more is  be tte r .  This o f course is  not 
true .
Where to ta l  empathy ( l i k e  level 5 suggested by Carkhuff, 1972), 
is  essentia l in a c l in ic a l  re la t io n s h ip ,  i t  could well be des truc t ive  
in  the more common, less intense kinds o f re la t ion sh ips  tha t a person 
usually  experiences. I t  would be d isconcerting fo r  many i f  not most 
people to discover tha t a large number o f persons a c tu a l ly  understand 
th e i r  emotions and behaviors b e tte r  than they do themselves. In im­
portan t interpersonal re la t io n sh ip s , inaccuracy is  no doubt usually  
seen as agreement. People do a f te r  a l l  tend to be a ttrac ted  to people 
who are s im i la r  to them. When new s itu a t io n s  a r ise ,  and people do not 
accurate ly perceive th e i r  fr iends ' options and a t t i tu d e s ,  these per­
ceived opinions and a t t i tu d e s  are probably c loser to  the opinions and 
a t t i tu d e s  o f  the perceiver, than to  the person perceived. Likewise, 
the perceiver probably sees the a t t i tu d e s  o f  those he d is l ik e s  as being 
fu r th e r  from his po in t o f view than they a c tu a l ly  are, when a high 
degree o f inaccuracy occurs.
The inaccuracy o f interpersonal perception then serves a functiona l 
purpose fo r  the perceiver. As mentioned before, the perceiver is  not 
a passive ob jective  rece iver o f s t im u li  in  his environment, but ra ther 
an ac t ive , sub jective  seeker o f the s t im u li which he chooses to per­
ceive and not perceive in  the environment. Such inaccuracy then
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protects the ind iv idua l from psycholog ica lly  threatening information 
which i f  perceived, would requ ire  change on his part.
Though th is  study does not f i n a l l y  answer a l l  o f  the questions 
i t  addressed, i t  does provide many suggestions fo r  fu tu re  research 
in  the area which w i l l  be o f  fa r  more value than might be chosen 
w ithout regard to  i t s  f ind ings .
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APPENDIX 1
Interpersonal Communication 110 A c t iv i t ie s
A l l  three o f the Groups u t i l i z e d  in th is  study had several
common threads running through them. F i r s t  they a l l  met in  Spring
quarter on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday fo r  two hours each day.
/■
A l l  u t i l i z e d  the same textbook Adler and Towne (1973). Many o f the 
a c t iv i t ie s  carr ied  out in  any given group were carried  out in one, 
or both o f the others. A l l  three fo r  example u t i l iz e d  the Dyadic 
Encounter, an exercise developed by P fe i f fe r  and Jones (1969). The 
Dyadic Encounter is  a booklet o f questions which are discussed by 
two persons in a dyad. They requ ire  a good deal o f s e l f  d isc losu re , 
and seem to  f a c i l i t a t e  the process o f ge tt ing  acquainted. The items 
in  the Dyadic Encounter are open ended statements which the par­
t ic ip a n ts  are ins truc ted to complete. They cover a broad range o f 
personal emotions, s itu a t io n s  and actions. Some examples are, My 
name i s . . .  When I'm in  a new group ... The Thing tha t turns me o f f  
most i s . . .  My weakest po in t i s . . .  Right now I'm fe e l in g . . .e tc .
Though each group u t i l i z e d  the exercise, i t  was used d i f fe r e n t ly  
in  each class. In one class i t  was used once between members o f the 
c lass. In another class i t  was u t i l i z e d  three times w ith in  the c lass. 
In the la s t  section, i t  was used once in  c lass, and each student was 




A l l  students in a l l  sections were also required to  maintain 
a journa l o f d a i ly  class a c t i v i t i e s ,  which was reviewed by the 
group f a c i l i t a t o r s  p e r io d ic a l ly .  Each class began each day w ith 
sound-offs where students could bring up any matters of in te re s t  to 
them. A l l  groups also met a t least once, outside o f  class s o c ia l ly .  
Each group had as i t s  major concern, the communication o f the 
students, both w ith in  and outside o f  the group s e tt in g .
The materia l th a t fo llows is  an account o f the a c t iv i t ie s  held 
in  each section o f  Interpersonal Communication 110, spring quarter a t 
the U n ive rs ity  o f  Montana. A b r ie f  descrip t ion  o f  each exercise w i l l  
be provided, and where two groups did the same th in g , instead o f re ­
dundancy, the reader w i l l  be re ferred to the i n i t i a l  descrip t ion .
Group 1.
Day One: Course o r ie n ta t io n ,  then the class was divided in to  dyads
(groups o f 2) and each member was to ld  to  f in d  three unique things 
about th e i r  partner, who they then introduced to the c lass. A f te r  
these in troductions  the name game was used. Here each person said 
h is /her name, and t r ie d  to re ca ll  in  order the names o f  others in  the 
class.
Day Two: Students took the Personal O rienta t ion  Inventory (POI).
In the second h a lf  o f c lass, the Dyadic Encounter was s ta rted .
Day Three: Completion o f the Dyadic Encounter, w ith  a p u l l-o u t  (class
discussion on the exercise i t s e l f ) .  Discussion o f the "Entry Phase" 
in Interpersonal Relationships.
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Day Four: Each person was asked to bring an ob ject to class they
f e l t  represented them. These were shared w ith the e n t i re  class.
Day F ive ; Each person was asked to draw th e ir  se lf-concept to 
share w ith class.
Day Six: Class divided in to  small task groups required to make a
class presentation la te r  in the c lass.
Day Seven: Second Dyadic Encounter.
■Day E ig h t: Discussion o f assertiveness, and i t s  re la t io n  to behavior 
in  small groups, w ith  reference to  s itu a t io n s  in  c lass. Pull out 
second hour.
Day Nine: Rejection and Defense Mechanisms. Role playing and pu ll
out.
Day Ten: Inference/Observation. This is  a s i tu a t io n  where a person
is  given a short descrip tion  o f  a s i tu a t io n  and then required to 
answer questions about the de scr ip t ion . The questions while o r ig in a l ly  
appearing simple re ca l l  o f  fa c ts ,  are not. They frequently  require 
the student to  make inferences which may, or may not be co rrec t. The 
exercise was u t i l iz e d  to show the importance o f  perception. Following 
th is  discussion students viewed a f i lm  t i t l e d  Information Processing. 
Day Eleven: Students viewed the f i lm  Eye o f the Beholder and then in
small groups discussed th e i r  perception o f s e l f  and compared i t  w ith  
others preception o f them.
Day Twelve: Continuation o f  work w ith  perception. U t i l iz e d  the
"Scissors game". Students are required to discover the "gimmick" o f
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the game. The scissors are passed from one person to  another "crossed" 
or "open". The gimmick is  tha t the words crossed and open re fe r  to 
the person passings legs, ra ther than to  the scissors.
Day Thirteen: Dyadic Encounter w ith  a least trusted person in  class.
Day Fourteen: Pull out o f Day Th irteen 's  Dyadic Encounter.
Day F i f te e n : F i r s t  task group presentation on Nonverbal, Touching in
Communication. Exercises and Pull out.
Day S ixteen: Open discussion, re qu ir in g  students to take some
re s p o n s ib i l i ty  fo r  group progress and a c t i v i t i e s .
Day Seventeen: Two dimensions o f Interpersonal Relations, A f fe c t
and Power. Students were divided in to  small task groups and ro le  
played th e i r  view o f  d i f fe re n t  combinations o f the two dimensions.
Day Eighteen: Small group presentation on Selective perception
and semantics (d escr ip t ions).
Day Nineteen: Open discussion centering on comments from jou rna ls .
Day Twenty: Small Group Presentation. Game playing. Using games
l ik e  Monopoly, Risk, Poker, e tc . ,  as analogous to  real interpersonal 
re la t io n sh ip .
Day Twenty-One: Sex Role Stereotyping: Students ro le  played
opposite sex ro le s , pu ll out.
Day Twenty-Two: Group Presentation, Role p laying. L i fe  boat
S urv iva l,  pu ll out.
Day Twenty-Three: Nonverbal d isc r im ina tio n  exercise, Card Game.
Students were to  determine co lo r and number o f th e i r  card by
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viewing the nonverbal cues o f others. In th is  exerc ise, each person 
is  given a playing card and a rubber band. Without looking a t the 
card, they are to place i t  on th e i r  forehead w ith  the rubber band.
The ru les o f the game are th a t any black card is b e tte r  than any red 
card, and kings are highest w ith  aces lowest. Thus a black king is 
the highest possible card, and ared duce the lowest. T h ir ty  minutes 
o f verbal and nonverbal in te ra c t io n  fo l lo w , w ith  students instructed 
to react to the card each person has. Following the exercise persons 
are asked to guess the co lo r and number o f th e i r  card.
Day Twenty-Four: Group Presentation on T rust, Nonverbal Trust
exercises, T r u s t fa l l ,  and Blind walk, pu ll out.
Day Twenty-Five: Pictures taken a t the Baseball game (played between
two o f the 110 classes) shown to c lass. Data co llec ted  from class fo r  
an experiment.
Day Twenty-Six: Interpersonal C o n f l ic t  S ty les. Role playing c o n f l ic t
s itua t ions  using both construct ive  and des truc t ive  s ty le s .
Day Twenty-Seven: "G i f ts " .  Group bragging. Here student in the f in a l
session are required to t e l l  the other members o f  the group the three 
things they l ik e  best about themselves, then other students can add 
any comments they wish to .
Group 2.
Day One: Name Game, (see Day One above), Personal R espons ib il i ty
exercise. Here students are required to  d iv ide  up in to  "Teams" tha t
attempt to beat other teams a t the physical task o f  holding th e i r  
arms extended. The pu ll out is  aimed at fo rc ing  students to re a lize  
they are responsible fo r  th e i r  own behavior in the 110 c lass, and 
tha t means making many decisions fo r  themselves.
Day Two: In troduction  Triads. The class is  divided in to  groups o f
three who a f te r  a 15 minute discussion are required to  introduce each 
other to  the e n t i re  group.
Day Three: The class was divided in to  small groups and then in ­
s tructed to come up w ith  a d e f in i t io n  o f communication, and some way 
to ro le  play th is  d e f in i t io n  to  the remainder o f  the class.
Day Four: The "How well do you Communicate" exercise from Adler and
Towne (p. 12) was supposed to have been completed outside o f c lass.
A discussion o f what students learned by doing the exercise was con­
ducted.
Day Five: Each person was ins truc ted  to come up w ith  e igh t ad jec tives ,
or ro les th a t described h im /herse lf. These were then shared w ith  
other students in  small groups. Pull ou t, d i f f i c u l t y  o f l im i t in g  
s e l f  to only e ight c h a ra c te r is t ic s , or d i f f i c u l t y  o f coming up w ith 
a l l  e igh t.
Day Six: Class divided in to  task groups (See Class 1 Day S ix ).
Day Seven: Inference Observation. (See Group 1, Day Ten).
Day Eight: Dyadic Encounter. (See Group 1, Day Two).
Day Nine: Pul lou t on Dyadic Encounter. (See Group 1, Day Three).
Day Ten: Nonverbal Trust exercises. Trust Fall and Body passing.
(See Group 1, Day Twenty-Four).
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Day Eleven: Discussion o f defense mechanisms, and how they hinder
development of t ru s t  and other aspects o f interpersonal re la t io n ­
ships appears s im i la r  to Group 1, Day Nine.
Day Twelve: Continuation o f  previous discussion on defense mechanisms,
w ith  add it ion  o f concept o f feedback, and how i t  can sometimes cause 
defensive reactions.
Day Th irteen : In-c lass time fo r  task groups to work on class pre­
sentations .
Day Fourteen: F i r s t  Group Pro ject.
Day F i f te e n : Class pa rty , planned by the student used to continue
breakdown o f b a rr ie rs .
Day Sixteen: Open discussion. (See Group 1, Day S ixteen).
Day Seventeen: Repeat o f Name Game to remind a l l  students part o f
la rge r group. Worked on "personal p ro f i le s "  (a p o s it ive  descrip tion  
o f  personal ch a ra c te r is t ics  w r i t te n  out, and then passed to other 
members o f the c lass ).
Day Eighteen: The in s t ru c to r  was s ick , class met in the Copper
Commons (U n ive rs ity  Center C a fe te r ia ) .
Day Nineteen: Research gathered on c o n f l i c t  s ty le s .  Pull out.
Day Twenty-Twenty-two: Remaining Group Projects.
Day Twenty-three-Twenty-four: C o n f l ic t  management and s ty le s .
(See Group 1, Day Twenty-six).
Day Twenty-Five: Final Group Project.
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Da.y Twenty-Six: Group Bragging, "G i f ts " .  (See Group 1, Day
Twenty-seven).
Day Twenty-Seven: Course summary, w ith  overa ll evaluation.
Group 3.
Day One: Class orientation/Name Game. (See Group 1 and 2, Day one).
Day Two: In troduction Triads. (See Group 2, Day Two).
Day Three: Students in  class took the Personal O rien ta t ion
Inventory (POI). (See Group 1, Day .Two). Pull out.
Day Four: Eight ch a ra c te r is t ics  and ad jec tives. (See Group 2,
Day F ive). P u llou t.
Day Five: Define and Role play the Term Communication. (See
Group 2, Day Three). Pu llou t.
Day Six: Dyadic Encounter. (See Group 1, Day Two and Group 1,
Day E igh t) .
Day Seven: Completion and P u llou t o f  Dyadic Encounter.
Day E ight: Research. Data co llec ted  fo r  another person's 
Thesis.
Day Nine: Sound-off developed in to  a f u l l  period discussion o f
Social Norms and Sex Roles and d iffe rences between cu ltu res .
Day Ten: Color your Personality . Students were given co lo r crayons 
and large sheets of paper and ins truc ted  to  draw th e i r  pub lic  selves, 
and p r iva te  selves, and these were then shared w ith  other members o f 
the class in  small groups. (See Group 1, Day F ive).
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Day Eleven: Importance o f Nonverbal Communication Trust f a l l ,
People passing, b lindwalk. (See Group 1, Day Twenty-four, Group 2, 
Day Ten). P u llou t.
Day Twelve: Vo lleyba ll and Beer w ith  another 110 class on Blue
Mountain.
Day Thirteen: Beginning o f  class work on Perception.
(1) Selective Perception, Use o f Johnson's three faces.
(2) Dog and Pony Show: Materia ls and Exercises taken
from Wilmot, Baxter, and Pettersen in  th e i r  communication 
workshop fo r  S ta f f  members a t Montana State Hospital a t
Warm Springs, w in te r ,  1976. This included op t ica l i l lu s io n s ,  
minimum information problems and inference observation 
(See Group 1, Day Ten, Group 1, Day Seven). P u llou t.
Day Fourteen: Eye o f the Beholder. P u llou t on Selective per­
ception Accuracy.
Day F ifteen : Perception o f s e l f ,  compared to perception o f  others.
(S im ila r to  Group 1, Day Eleven). Here each student was ins truc ted 
to put h is /he r name a t the top of a blank sheet o f  paper, and then 
everyone else in  the class had an opportun ity  to  anonymously provide 
feedback to the persons. This process was continued fo r  an hour.
In the second hour, students were divided in to  small groups, and 
asked to discuss th e i r  reaction to others'comments. That i s ,  which 
comments did they l ik e  best? Why? Which l ike d  worse? Why? Which 
were probably most accurate? Why?
Day Sixteen: Seeing the world through others eyes. Perception o f
D iscrim ina tion . Nonverbal card game. (See Group 1, Day Twenty- 
Three).
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Day Seventeen: Perception Sets and Competition. Prisoners Dilemna
is a forced choice game th a t almost always produces competition 
ra ther than cooperation between groups, even though the only way to 
"successful" completion o f the game is  through cooperative s tra teg ies . 
(See fo r  example S he ll ing , 1960).
Day Eighteen: F i r s t  Small Group Presentation: Sexua lity .
Day Nineteen: Baseball game w ith  another Section o f  INCO 110.
Day Twenty: C o n f l ic t  S ty les , c o n f l ic t  management and sex d iffe rences.
(See Group 1, Day Twenty-six, Group 2, Day Nineteen).
Day Twenty-One: Group Presentation - Return to Spontaneity.
(C h ild ren 's  games can be fun fo r  ad u lts ) .
Day Twenty-Two: Group presentation. Importance o f Music.
Day Twenty-Three: Class Dinner. (Group P ro jec t) .
Day Twenty-Four: Research. Data co llected fo r  another person's
thes is .
Day Twenty-Five: Write yo u rse lf  a le t t e r .  Each student was in ­
structed to w r i te  a le t t e r  to h is /he r s e l f  which would then be mailed 
to them a year a f te r  the c lass. Following th is  f i r s t  part o f the 
exercise the class was d iv ided up in to  small groups and in  these 
groups, students had an opportun ity  to  share th e i r  messages fo r  them­
selves w ith  other students.
Day Twenty-Six: Super me. In th is  exercise, students are ins truc ted
to th ink  o f the three e a r l ie s t  successes they've ever had. Their 
three greatest successes during High School, and th e i r  three greatest
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successes in the past year. These were then w r i t te n  on one side o f 
a sheet o f paper. On the back, each person drew a large c i r c le  w ith  
a small c i r c le  ins ide  i t .  In the small c i r c le  each person wrote 
Super me (Their name). Then in small groups, each student shared 
his successes. Feedback to these successes was provided to the 
student by the other members o f the class who wrote comments on 
masking tape and then put these small pieces o f tape in the large 
c i r c le .  P u llou t.
Day Twenty-seven: Group Bragging, "G i f ts " .  (See Group 1, Day
Twenty-seven and Group 2, Day Twenty-six).
APPENDIX 2
Interpersonal Communication 111 A c t iv i t ie s
Students in the Interpersonal Communication 111 course par­
t ic ip a te d  in a c t iv i t ie s  designed to improve th e i r  pub lic  speaking 
a b i l i t y .  A l l  sections used the same te x t ,  Communicating With an 
Audience. In troductory Exercises, by Polsin (1974). Students were 
required to complete nine d i f fe r e n t  assignments spread across 
27 days. A descrip tion  o f  these nine assignments fo l low s .
1. Assessment o f  s e l f  as a communicator. Students are required 
to perform an a c t iv i t y  designed to show how d i f f i c u l t  accuracy o f 
communication o f even simple ideas is .
2. Narrowing the scope o f the message. In th is  assignment students 
were required to come up w ith a top ic  fo r  a pub lic  speech, and to 
give ideas about how to approach the to p ic ,  as well as a s tra tegy
to research i t .
3. O utlin ing  ideas fo r  speaker c la r i t y .  Students were required to 
present an o u t l in e  o f the research and other information presented 
in  assignment 2.
4. Adapting the top ic  to  the audience. Students were assigned to 
evaluate the in te res ts  o f th e i r  audience, and then to d e l ive r  a three 
minute speech to  small groups o f other class students from the top ic  
research ou tlines o f assignment 3.
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5. C la r i fy in g  a message fo r  your audience. Each student was required 
to d e l ive r  a 5 minute speech to the e n t ire  c lass , and to obtain 
feedback on th is  speech from the other students, and the class in ­
ventory.
6. Developing a too l fo r  measuring audience understanding. Each 
student was required to develop a te s t  over a speech he was to g ive.
7. An Informative Speech. App lica tion  o f a l l  previous course content 
to a novel public  speaking s i tu a t io n .
8. Assessment o f  the pub lic  speaking experience: An eva lua tion .
The students were required to evalute th e i r  a b i l i t y  to provide in ­
formation, assess personal fee lings about the s i tu a t io n ,  th e i r  
c r e d ib i l i t y ,  and to  come up w ith  other ideas about speaking methods.
9. 8 to  10 minute speech. Students were required to  present and 
evaluate the e ffec ts  o f th e i r  f in a l  8 to 10 minute speech.
APPENDIX 3
Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventories
1. He respects me.
2. He t r ie s  to see things through my eyes.
3. He pretends th a t he l ike s  me or understands me more
than he re a l ly  does.
4. His in te re s t  in  me depends p a r t ly  on what I am ta lk in g  
to him about.
5. He is  w i l l in g  to  t e l l  me his own thoughts and fee lings 
when he is  sure tha t I r e a l ly  want to know them.
6. He disapproves o f me.
7. He understands my words but not the way I fe e l .
8. What he says to me never c o n f l ic ts  w ith  what he thinks
or fee ls .
9. He always responds to me w ith  warmth and in te re s t  —
or always w ith  coldness and d is in te re s t .
10. He t e l l s  me his opinions or fee lings more than I 
re a l ly  want to  known them.
11. He is  curious about "the way I t i c k "  but not re a l ly  
in terested in  me as a person.
12. He is  in terested in  knowing what my experiences mean
to me.
13. He is  disturbed whenever I ta lk  about or ask about 
ce rta in  th ings.
14. His fe e l in g  toward me does not depend on how I am 
fe e lin g  toward myself.
15. He prefers to ta lk  only about me and not a t a l l  about 
him.
16. He l ike s  seeing me.
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_E  17. He nearly always knows exactly  what I mean.
_C  18. I fee l th a t  he has unspoken fee lings or concerns tha t
are ge tt ing  in the way o f our re la t ion sh ips .
_U  19. His a t t i tu d e  toward me depends p a r t ly  on how I am
fee ling  about myself.
_W  20. He w i l l  f re e ly  t e l l  me his own thoughts and fee lings
when I want to know them.
R 21. He is  in d i f fe re n t  to  me.
_E__  22. At times he jumps to the conclusion tha t I fee l more
strong ly  or more concerned about something than I
a c tu a l ly  do.
_C___ 23. He behaves ju s t  the way he is  in  our re la t io n sh ip .
_U___ 24. Sometimes he responds to me in  a more po s it ive  and
f r ie n d ly  way than he does a t  other times.
_W__  25. He says more about himself than I am re a l ly  in terested
to hear.
_R__  26. He appreciates me.
_E  27. Sometimes he thinks tha t I fee l a ce rta in  way because
he fee ls  th a t way.
_C____28. I do not th ink  he hides anything from himself tha t
he fee ls  w ith  me.
JJ 29. He l ike s  me in some ways and d is l ik e s  me in others.
_W  30. He adopts a ro le  th a t makes i t  hard fo r  me to  know
what he is  l ik e  as a person.
_R 31. He is  f r ie n d ly  and warm toward me.
E 32. He understands me.
_U 33. I f  I fee l negative ly toward him he responds negative ly
to me.
_W  34. He t e l l s  me what he th inks about me whether I want to
know or not.
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R 35. He cares about me.
E 36. His own a t t i tu d e s  toward some o f the things I say, or
do, stop him from re a l ly  understanding me.
JJ  37. He does not avoid anything tha t is  important fo r  our
re la t io n sh i p.
JJ___ 38. Whether I am expressing "good" fee lings  or "bad" ones
seems to make no d iffe rence  to how p o s i t iv e ly  - -  or 
negative ly - -  he fee ls toward me.
_W___ 39. He is  unconformable when I ask him something about
himself.
_R 40. He fee ls  tha t I am du ll and un in te res ting .
_E 41. He understands what I say from a detached, ob jec tive
po in t o f  view.
C 42. I feel th a t I can t r u s t  him to  be honest w ith  me.
JJ 43. Sometimes he is  warmly responsive to  me, a t  other times
cold , or disapproving.
JT 44. He expresses ideas or fee lings  o f his own th a t I am
not re a l ly  in terested in .
_R  45. He is  in terested in  me.
JE 46. He appreciates what my experiences fee l l i k e  to  me.
_C 47. He is  secure and comfortable in our re la t io n sh ip .
U 48. Depending on his mood, he sometimes responds to me
with qu ite  a lo t  more warmth and in te re s t  than he 
does a t other times.
_W  49. He wants to say as T i t t l e  as possible about his own
thoughts and fe e lin g s .
_R  50. He ju s t  to le ra tes  me.
jC 51. He is  playing a ro le  w ith  me.
JJ 52. He is  equally apprecia tive - -  or equally unappreciative
of me whatever I am te l l i n g  him about myself.
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_W__  53. His own fee lings and thoughts are always ava ilab le  to
me, but never imposed on me.
_R__  54. He does not re a l ly  care what happens to me.
_E___ 55. He does not re a l ize  how s trong ly  I fee l about some o f
the things we discuss.
_C___ 56. There are times when I fee l tha t his outward response
is  qu ite  d i f fe re n t  from his inner reaction to  me.
JJ___ 57. His general fe e l in g  toward me varies considerably.
Ĵ ___ 58. He is  w i l l in g  fo r  me to use our time to  get to  know, him
b e tte r ,  i f  or when I want to .
R 59. He seems to re a l ly  value me.
_E___ 60. He responds to me mechanically.
_C___ 61. I d o n 't  th ink  th a t he is  being honest w ith  himself about
the way he fee ls  toward me.
JJ  62. Whether I l i k e  or d is l ik e  myself makes no d if fe rence
to the way he fee ls  toward me.
JV 63. He is  more in terested in expressing and communicating
himself than in  knowing and understanding me.
R 64. He d is l ik e s  me.
_C  65. I feel tha t he is  being genuine w ith  me.
JJ 66. Sometimes he responds qu ite  p o s i t iv e ly  to me, at
other times he seems in d i f fe re n t .
_W  67. He is  unw il l ing  to  t e l l  me how he fee ls  about me.
_R  68. He is  impatient w ith  me.
C 69. Sometimes he is  not a t a l l  comfortable but we go
on, outwardly ignoring i t .
U 70. He l ikes  me be tte r when I behave in some ways than
he does when I behave in  others.
_W 71. He is  w i l l in g  to t e l l  me his actual response to
anything I say or do.
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_R___ 72. He fee ls  deep a f fe c t io n  fo r  me.
_R___ 73. He usually  understands a l l  o f  what I say to  him.
_C____74. He does not t r y  to mislead me about his own thoughts
or fee lings .
JJ  75. Whether I fee l f in e  or feel awful makes no d iffe rence
to how warmly and apprec ia t ive ly  - -  or how co ld ly  and 
unapprecia tive ly - -  he feels toward me.
_W  76. He tends to evade any attempt tha t I make to  get to
know him be tte r .
_R  77. He regards me as a disagreeable person.
_C  78. What he says gives a fa lse  impression o f his to ta l
reaction to  me.
JJ  79. I can be very c r i t i c a l  o f  him or very apprec ia tive
o f him w ithout i t  changing his fe e l in g  toward me.
_R  80. At times he fee ls  contempt fo r  me.
E 81. When I do not say what I mean at a l l  c le a r ly  he s t i l l
understands me.
_C 82. He t r ie s  to avoid t e l l i n g  me anything tha t might upset
me.
JJ 83. His general fe e l in g  toward me (o f l i k in g ,  respect, d is l ik e ,
t r u s t ,  c r i t ic is m ,  anger, e tc . )  re f le c ts  the way tha t I 
am fe e lin g  toward him.
_E 84. He t r ie s  to understand me from his own po in t o f view.
JE 85. He can be deeply and f u l l y  aware o f  my most pa infu l
fee lings w ithout being distressed or burdened by 
them himself.
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_R__  1. She respects me.
_E__  2. She t r ie s  to see things through my eyes.
_C  3. She pretends th a t she l ikes  me or understands me more
than she re a l ly  does.
JJ___ 4. Her in te re s t  in me depends p a r t ly  on what I am
ta lk in g  to her about.
_W  5. She is  w i l l in g  to t e l l  me her own thoughts and fee lings
when she is  sure tha t I r e a l ly  want to know them.
_R  6. She disapproves o f me.
_E  7. She understands my words but not the way I fe e l .
_C  8. What she ways to me never c o n f l ic ts  w ith what she
things or fee ls .
JJ  9. She always responds to me w ith  warmth and in te re s t  - -
or always w ith  coldness and dishonest.
JJ  10. She t e l l s  me her options or fee lings more than I
re a l ly  want to  know them.
_R  11. She is  curious about "the way I t i c k " ,  but not re a l ly
in terested in me as a person.
_E  12. She is  in terested in knowing what my experiences
mean to me.
_C  13. She is  disturbed whenever I ta lk  about or ask about
ce rta in  things.
U 14. Her fee l ing  toward me does not depend on how I am
fe e l in g  toward myself.
Ĵ   15. She prefers to ta lk  only about me and not a t a l l
about her.
_R 16. She l ike s  seeing me.
_E  17. She nearly always knows exactly  what I mean.
_C  18. I fee l tha t she has unspoken fee lings  or concerns tha t
are ge tt ing  in  the way o f  our re la t io n sh ip .
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_U__  19. Her a t t i tu d e  toward me depends p a r t ly  on how I am
fee ling  about myself.
JJ 20. She w i l l  f re e ly  t e l l  me her own thoughts and fee lings
when I want to know them.
R 21. She is  in d i f fe re n t  to me.
JE___ 22. At times she jumps to  the conclusion th a t I feel
more s trong ly  or more concerned about something than 
I a c tu a l ly  do.
_C___ 23. She behaves ju s t  the way she is in  our re la t io n sh ip .
JJ___ 24. Sometimes she responds to  me in a more p o s it ive  and
f r ie n d ly  way than she does a t other times.
JJ  25. She says more about he rse lf than I am re a l ly  in terested
to hear.
_R  26. She appreciates me.
E 27. Sometimes she th inks th a t I feel a ce rta in  way because
she fee ls tha t way.
_C  28. I do not th ink  she hides anything from he rse lf  tha t
she fee ls  w ith me.
JJ 29. She l ike s  me in some ways and d is l ik e s  me in  others.
JJ  30. She adopts a ro le  th a t makes i t  hard fo r  me to  know
what she is  l i k e  as a person.
_R 31. She is  f r ie n d ly  and warm toward me.
E 32. She understands me.
JJ 33. I f  I feel negative ly toward her she responds n e ta t ive ly
to me.
JJ  34. She t e l l s  me what she thinks about me whether I want
to know i t  or not.
R 35. She cares about me.
_E . 36. Her own a t t i tu d e s  toward some o f the things I say, or do,
stop her from re a l ly  understanding me.
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_e___ 37. She does not avoid anything th a t is  important fo r
our re la t io n sh ip .
JJ___ 38. Whether I am expressing "good" fee lings  or "bad" ones
seems to make no d if fe rence  to how p o s it iv e ly  — or 
negative ly - -  she fee ls  toward me.
_W__  39. She is uncomfortable when I ask her something about
h e rs e l f .
_R__  40. She fee ls  tha t I am d u ll and un in te res ting .
_E___ 41. She understands what I say from a detached, ob jective
po in t o f  view.
C 42. I feel th a t  I can t r u s t  her to  be honest w ith me.
JJ  43. Sometimes she is  warmly responsive to me, a t other
times co ld , or disapproving.
_W  44. She expresses ideas or fee lings o f  her own tha t I am
not re a l ly  in terested in .
_R 45. She is  in terested in  me.
JE  46. She appreciates what my experiences fee l l i k e  to  me.
_C 47. She is  secure and comfortable in our re la t io n sh ip .
JJ 48. Depending on her mood, she sometimes responds to me
with qu ite  a lo t  more warmth and in te re s t  than she 
does a t other times.
_W 49. She wants to say as l i t t l e  as possible about her
own thoughts and fee lings .
_R  50. She ju s t  to le ra tes  me.
_C  51. She is  playing ro le  w ith  me.
JJ  52. She is  equally appreciative — or equally unappreciative
o f me whatever I am t e l l i n g  her about myself.
_W 53. Her own fee lings and thoughts are always ava ilab le  to
me, but never imposed on me.
_R 54. She does not re a l ly  care what happens to me.
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_E__  55. She does not re a l ize  how strong ly  I fee l about some
o f the things we discuss.
_C___ 56. There are times when I feel tha t her outward response
is  qu ite  d i f fe re n t  from her inner reactions to  me.
_U___ 57. Her general fe e lin g  toward me varies considerably.
JJ__  58. She is  w i l l in g  fo r  me to use out time to get to know
her b e tte r ,  i f  or when I want to.
_R__  59. She seems to  re a l ly  value me.
_E____60. She responds to me mechanically.
_C  61. I d o n 't  th ink  th a t  she is  being honest w ith  he rse lf
about the way she fee ls  toward me.
JJ  62. Whether I l i k e  or d is l ik e  myself makes no d if fe rence
to the way she fee ls  toward me.
JJ  63. She is  more in terested in  expression and communi­
cating he rse lf  than in knowing and understanding me.
R 64. She d is l ik e s  me.
_C 65. I feel tha t she is  being genuine w ith  me.
JJ 66. Sometimes she responds qu ite  p o s it iv e ly  to  me, a t other
times she seems in d i f fe re n t .
JJ  67. She is  un w il l ing  to t e l l  me how she fee ls  about me.
_R 68. She is  impatient w ith  me.
_C  69. Sometimes she is  not a t a l l  confortab le  but we go on,
outwardly ignoring i t .
JJ  70. She l ike s  me be tte r when I behave in  some ways than
she does when I behave in  others.
JJ  71. She is  w i l l in g  to  t e l l  me her actual response to
anything I say or do.
_R  72. She fee ls  deep a f fe c t io n  fo r  me.
E 73. She usually  understands a j l  o f what I say to her.
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_C__  74. She does not t ry ,  to mislead me about her own thoughts
or fee l ings .
JJ___ 75. Whether I fee l f in e  or fee l awful makes no d iffe rence
to how warmly and apprec ia t ive ly  - -  or co ld ly  and 
apprec ia t ive ly  — she fee ls  toward me.
_W  76. She tends to  evade any attempt th a t I make to  get to
know her be tte r .
_R 77. She regards me as a disagreeable person.
_C___ 78. What she says gives a fa lse  impression o f her to ta l
reaction to  me.
JJ  79. I can be very c r i t i c a l  ofher or very apprecia tive o f
her w ithout i t  changing her fee lings toward me.
_R 80. At times she fee ls  contempt fo r  me.
_E 81. When I do not say what I mean a t  a l l  c le a r ly  she s t i l l
understands me.
_C 82. She t r ie s  to avoid t e l l i n g  me anything tha t might
upset me.
_E  83. Her general fee l ing  toward me (o f  l i k in g ,  respect,
d is l ik e ,  t r u s t ,  c r i t ic is m ,  anger, e tc . )  re f le c ts  the 
way tha t I am fee ling  toward her.
_E  84. She t r ie s  to understand me from her own po in t o f view.
  85. She can be deeply and f u l l y  aware o f my most pa infu l
fee lings  w ithout being distressed or burdened by 
them he rse lf.
APPENDIX 4
Experimenter Modified Relationship Inventories
R 1. She thinks I respect her.
_E  2. She believes I t r y  to see things through her eyes.
_C  3. She th inks I pretend to l ik e  and understand her more
than I re a l ly  do.
_U  4. She thinks my in te re s t  in her depends p a r t ly  on what
she is  ta lk in g  about.
JJ  5. She believes I'm w i l l in g  to t e l l  her my own thoughts
and fee lings when I th ink  she re a l ly  wants to  know 
them.
_R  6. She th inks I disapprove o f her.
J   7. She thinks I understand her words but not how she fee ls .
_C  8. She thinks what I say to  her never c o n f l ic ts  w ith
what I f e e l .
JJ  9. She th inks I always respond to her w ith  warmth and
in te re s t  or always w ith coldness and d is in te re s t .
JJ  10. She thinks I t e l l  her my opinion or fee lings more than
she re a l ly  wants to know them.
_R  11. She thinks I am curious about "the way she t ic k s "  but
tha t I am not re a l ly  in te rested in  her as a person.
_E 12. She believes I am interested in knowing what her
experiences mean to  her.
_C  13. She thinks I am disturbed whenever she ta lks  about or
asks about ce r ta in  th ings.
Jj  14. She th inks my fee lings  toward her to not depend on
how she fee ls  toward me.
_W  15. She th inks I p re fe r to  ta lk  only about her never
about myself.
R  15. She thinks I l i k e  seeing her.
I l l
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_E__  17. She believes I nearly always know exactly  what she
means.
_C___ 18. She fee ls  I have unspoken fee lings  o f concerns that
are ge tt ing  in the way o f our re la t io n sh ip .
JJ____19. She thinks my a t t i tu d e  toward her depends p a r t ly  on
how she fee ls  about he rse lf .
_W___ 20. She fee ls  I w i l l  f re e ly  t e l l  her my thoughts and
fee lings  when she wants to know them.
R 21. She believes I am in d i f fe re n t  to  her.
_E 22. At times she th inks I jump to the conclusion tha t
she fee ls  more s trong ly  or more concerned about some­
thing than she a c tu a l ly  does.
_C 23. She believes I behave ju s t  the way I am in our re la t io n ­
ship.
JJ 24. She fee ls  I sometimes respond to her in a more pos it ive
f r ie n d ly  way than I do a t other times.
_W 25. She re a l ly  th inks I say more about myself than she
re a l ly  is  in terested to hear.
_R 26. She believes I appreciate her.
E 27. Sometimes she believes I th ink  she fee ls  a ce rta in
way because I fee l th a t way.
_C 28. She doesn't th ink  I hide any o f my fee lings w ith her
from myself.
JJ 29. She believes I l ik e  her in  some ways and d is l ik e  her
in others.
_W 30. She th inks tha t I adopt a ro le  th a t makes i t  hard fo r
her to know what I am l ik e  as a person.
_R 31. She believes I am f r ie n d ly  and warm toward her.
E 32. She thinks I understand her.
JJ 33. She thinks i f  she fee ls  negative ly toward me tha t I
respond negative ly toward her.
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_W  34. She believes I t e l l  her what I th ink  about her whether
she wants to know or not.
R 35. She believes I care about her.
_E__  36. She thinks my a tt i tu d e s  toward some o f  the things
she says, stop me from re a l ly  understanding her.
_C__  37. She th inks I do not avoid anything tha t is important
to our re la t io n sh ip .
Jj 38. She believes tha t whether she is  expressing "good"
fee lings , or "bad" ones, i t  seems to make no d if fe rence  
to how p o s it iv e ly  or negative ly I fee l toward her. .
_W__  39. She fee ls I am uncomfortable when she asks something
about myself.
_R___ 40. She thinks I fee l she is  du ll and un in te res ting .
JE___ 41. She thinks I understand what she says from a detached
and ob jective  po in t o f view.
C 42. She feels she can t r u s t  me to be honest w ith  her.
JJ___ 43. She thinks I am sometimes warmly responsive to her,
a t other times cold and disapproving.
_W___ 44. She thinks I express ideas and fee lings o f my own
tha t she is  not in te rested in .
R 45. She believes I am in terested in  her.
_E 46. She fee ls  I appreciate what her fee lings fee l l i k e
to her.
_C 47. She fee ls  I am secure and comfortable in  our re la t io n ­
ship.
JJ 48. She th inks tha t depending on my mood, I sometimes
respond to her w ith  qu ite  a lo t  more warmth and 
in te re s t  than I do a t other times.
JJ 49. She believes I want to  say as l i t t l e  as possible about
my own thoughts and fee lings .
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_R__  50. She fee ls I ju s t  to le ra te  her.
_C__  51. She believes I am playing a ro le  w ith  her.
JJ__  52. She th inks I am equally app re c ia t ive --o r equally un-
a p p re c ia t ive - -o f  whatever she is  t e l l i n g  me about.
_W  53. She th inks my own fee lings and thoughts are always
ava ilab le  to  her but never imposed on her.
_R___ 54. She fee ls I d o n 't  r e a l ly  care what happens to  her.
JE__  55. She thinks I d o n 't  re a l ize  how s trong ly  she fee ls
about some o f the things we discuss.
_C___ 56. There are times when she fee ls  th a t my outward re ­
sponse is  qu ite  d i f fe re n t  from my inner reactions to 
her.
JJ___ 57. She th inks my general fee lings toward her vary
considerably.
_W  58. She th inks I am w i l l in g  to use our time to  get to
know me be tte r i f  or when she wants to.
_R 59. She th inks I r e a l ly  value her.
_E 60. She th inks I respond to  her mechanically.
_C  61. She doesn't th ink  I am being honest w ith  myself
about the way I fee l toward her.
JJ  62. She believes th a t whether she l ike s  or d is l ik e s
he rse lf  makes no d iffe rence  to  the way I feel about 
her.
_W  63. She thinks I am more in terested in  expression and
communicating about myself than in  knowing and under­
standing her.
R 64. She fee ls  I d is l ik e  her.
jC 65. She fee ls  I am being genuine w ith  her.
JJ  66. She thinks I sometimes respond qu ite  p o s i t iv e ly  to
her, a t other times I seem qu ite  in d i f fe re n t .
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_W  67. She thinks I am un w il l ing  to  t e l l  her how I fee l
about her.
_R 68. She thinks I am impatient w ith  her.
C 69. Sometimes she believes I am not a t  a l l  comfortable
but we go on, outwardly ignoring i t .
U 70. She th inks I l ik e  her be tte r when she behaves in
some ways than in  others.
_W__  71. She thinks I am un w il l ing  to t e l l  her my actual re ­
sponse to  anything she says.
_R___ 72. She thinks I fee l deep a f fe c t io n  fo r  her.
_E___ 73. She thinks I usually  understand a l 1 o f what she says.
_C___ 74. She thinks I do not t r y  to 'm is lead her about my own
fee lings .
JJ 75. She believes tha t whether she fee ls  f in e ,  or awful
makes no d if fe rence  to how warmly and apprec ia t ive ly --  
or how co ld ly  and un a p p re c ia t ive ly -- I  feel toward her.
_W  76. She believes I tend to  evade any attempt tha t she
makes to get to know me be tte r .
_R  77. She believes I regard her as a disagreeable person.
_C 78. She thinks what I say gives a fa lse  impression o f
my to ta l reaction to her.
JJ 79. She believes she can be very c r i t i c a l  o f me or very
appreciative o f me w ithout i t  changing my fee lings 
toward her.
_R  80. At times she thinks I fee l contempt fo r  her.
_E 81. She th inks tha t when she does not say what she means
at a l l  c le a r ly  I s t i l l  understand her.
jC 82. She thinks I t r y  to avoid t e l l i n g  her anything tha t
might upset her.
JJ 83. She thinks my general fe e lin g  toward her (o f l i k in g ,
respect, d is l ik e ,  t r u s t ,  c r i t ic is m ,  anger, e tc . )  
re f le c ts  the way tha t she is  fee l ing  toward me.
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84. She fee ls I t r y  to understand her from my own po in t 
o f view.
85. She fee ls  I can be deeply and f u l l y  aware o f  her most 
pa infu l fee lings  w ithout being distressed or burdened 
by them myself.
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_R  1. He thinks I respect him.
_E  2. He believes I t r y  to  see things through his eyes.
_C  3. He th inks I pretend to l ik e  and understand him more
than I re a l ly  do.
JJ  4. He thinks my in te re s t  in  him depends p a r t ly  on what
he is  ta lk in g  about.
JJ  5. He believes I'm w i l l in g  to  t e l l  him my own thoughts
and fee lings  when I th ink  he re a l ly  wants to  know them.
JR  6. He th inks I disapprove o f him.
_E  7. He th inks I understand his words but not how he fe e ls .
C  8. He thinks what I say to him never c o n f l ic ts  w ith
what I f e e l .
JJ  9. He th inks I always respond to him w ith  warmth and
in te re s t  or always w ith coldness and d is in te re s t .
JJ  10. He th inks I t e l l  him my opinion or fee lings  more than
he re a l ly  wants to know them.
JR  11. He th inks I am curious about the "way he t ic k s "  but
th a t I am not re a l ly  in terested in  him as a person.
E  12. He believes I am interested in  knowing what his ex­
periences mean to him.
C  13. He th inks I am disturbed whenever he ta lks  about or
asks about certa in  th ings.
JJ  14. He th inks my fee lings toward him do not depend on
he he fee ls toward me.
JJ  15. He th inks I prefer to ta lk  only about him and never
about myself.
R  16. He thinks I l ik e  seeing him.
E  17. He believes I nearly always know exactly  what he means.
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_C___ 18. He fee ls  I have unspoken fee lings or concerns tha t
are ge tt ing  in  the way o f our re la t io n sh ip .
JJ___ 19. He th inks my a t t i tu d e  toward him depends p a r t ly  on how
he sees himself.
JJ___ 20. He fee ls  I w i l l  f re e ly  t e l l  him my thoughts and
fee lings when he wants to know them.
R 21. He believes I am in d i f fe re n t  to him.
JE  22. At times he th inks I jump to  the conclusion tha t he
fee ls  more s trong ly  or more concerned about something 
than he a c tu a l ly  does.
_C  23. He believes I behave ju s t  the way I am in  our r e la t io n ­
ship.
JJ 24. He fee ls I sometimes respond to  him in a more po s it ive
f r ie n d ly  way than I do a t  other times.
JJ 25. He re a l ly  th inks I say more about myself than he
re a l ly  is  in terested to hear.
_R__  26. He believes I appreciate him.
JE___ 27. Sometimes he believes I th ink  he fee ls  a ce rta in  way
because I fee l th a t  way.
_C 28. He doesn't th ink  I hide any o f my fee lings w ith  him
from myself.
JJ 29. He believes I l ik e  him in  some ways and d is l ik e  him
in others.
JJ  30. He th inks tha t I adopt a ro le  th a t makes i t  hard fo r
him to know what I am l ik e  as a person.
_R 31. He believes I am f r ie n d ly  and warm toward him.
E 32. He thinks I understand him.
JJ 33. He thinks i f  he fee ls  negative ly toward me th a t I
respond negative ly toward him.
W 34. He believes I t e l l  him what I th ink about him whether
he wants to know or not.
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R 35. He believes I care about him.
_E  36. He thinks my a t t i tu d e s  toward some o f the things he
says, stop me from re a l ly  understanding him.
_C 37. He th inks I do not avoid anything th a t is  important
to  our re la t io n sh ip .
JJ____38. He believes th a t whether he is  expressing "good"
fe e l in g s , or "bad" ones, i t  seems to make no d iffe rence
to how p o s i t iv e ly  or negatively I fee l toward him.
_W  39. He fee ls  I am uncomfortable when he asks something
about myself.
_R___ 40. He th inks I fee l he is  du ll  and un in te res ting .
_E  41. He th inks I understand what he says from a detached
and ob jec t ive  po in t o f view.
C 42. He fee ls  he can t r u s t  me to be honest w ith  him.
JJ 43. He th inks I am sometimes warmly responsive to him,
at other times cold and disapproving.
_W  44. He th inks I express ideas and fee lings  o f  my own tha t
he is  not in terested in .
R 45. He believes I am interested in  him.
E 46. He believes I am in terested in  him.
_C 47. He fee ls  I am secure and comfortable in our re la t io n sh ip .
JJ 48. He thinks tha t depending on my mood, I sometimes
respond to him w ith  qu ite  a l o t  more warmth and in te re s t  
than I do a t other times.
JJ 49. He believes I want to say as l i t t l e  as possible about
my own thoughts and fee lings .
_R  50. He fee ls  I ju s t  to le ra te  him.
_ C  51. He believes I am playing a ro le  w ith  him.
JJ  52. He thinks I am equally ap p rec ia t ive --o r equally
unapprec ia tive--o f him whatever he is  t e l l i n g  me about.
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_W__  53. He thinks my own fee lings  and thoughts are always
ava ilab le  to him but never imposed on him.
_R__  54. He fee ls  I d o n 't  re a l ly  care what happens to him.
E 55. He thinks I d o n 't  re a l ize  how s trong ly  he fee ls  about
some o f the things we discuss.
_C__  56. There are times when he fe e ls  th a t my outward re ­
sponse is qu ite  d i f fe re n t  from my inner reactions 
to him.
JJ___ 57. He thinks my general fee lings  toward him varies
considerably.
_W___ 58. He thinks I am w i l l in g  to  use our time to get to know
me be tte r i f  or when he wants to .
_R____59. He th inks I re a l ly  value him.
_E___ 60. He th inks I respond to  him mechanically.
_C____61. He doesn't th ink  I am being homest w ith myself about
the way I feel toward him.
JJ  62. He believes tha t whether he l ik e s  or d is l ik e s  himself
makes no d if fe rence  to  the way I feel about him.
JJ 63. He th inks I am more in terested in  expressing and communi­
cating myself than in  knowing and understanding him.
R 64. He fee ls  I d is l ik e  him.
_C 65. He fee ls  I am being genuine w ith him.
JJ 66. He th inks I sometimes respond qu ite  p o s it iv e ly  to
him, a t other times I seem in d i f fe re n t .
JJ 67. He thinks I am un w il l ing  to t e l l  him how I feel
about him.
_R 68. He th inks I am impatient w ith  him.
C 69. Sometimes he believes I am not a t a l l  comfortable
but we go on, outwardly ignoring i t ,
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  70. He th inks I l ik e  him b e tte r  when he behaves in  some
ways than in  others.
  71. He th inks I am w i l l in g  to t e l l  him my actual response
to anything he says.
 72. He th inks I fee l deep a f fe c t io n  fo r  him.
J; 73. He th inks I usually  understand alj_ o f  what he says.
  74. He thinks I do not t r y  to mislead him about my own
fee lings .
  75. He believes th a t whether he fee ls  f in e  or awful makes
no d if fe rence  to how warmly and a p p re c ia t iv e ly - -o r
how co ld ly  and unapp rec ia t ive ly -- I  fee l toward him.
J!  76. He believes I tend to evade any attempt th a t he makes
to get to know me be tte r .
  77. He believes I regard him as a disagreeable person.
  78. He th inks what I say gives a fa lse  impression o f my
to ta l  reaction to him.
 79. He believes he can be very c r i t i c a l  o f me or very
apprec ia tive o f me w ithout i t  changing my fee lings 
toward him.
 80. At times he th inks I fee l contempt fo r  him.
  81. He thinks th a t  when he does not say what he means at
a l l  c le a r ly  I s t i l l  understand him.
^ ___82. He th inks I t r y  to  avoid t e l l i n g  him anything tha t
might upset him.
 83. He th inks my general fe e lin g  toward him (o f l i k in g ,
respect, d is l ik e ,  t r u s t ,  c r i t ic is m ,  anger, e tc . )  
re f le c ts  the way tha t he is  fee ling  toward me.
  84. He fee ls I t r y  to  understand him from my own po in t
o f view.
J   85. He fee ls I can be deeply and f u l l y  aware o f  his most




Sign-up Sheet INCO 110
My name is  John Cote and I am a graduate student in In te r ­
personal Communication. I am working on my master's thes is . I'm 
in terested in f ind ing  out how th is  class e ffe c ts  important in te r ­
personal re la t ion sh ips . What I'm doing now is  looking fo r  subjects 
in  INCO 110 who might be w i l l in g  to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  my experiment.
I f  you were to p a r t ic ip a te  i t  would require  about two hours o f your 
time, and about two hours o f a fr iends time as w e ll .  The f i r s t  hour 
w i l l  be next week outside o f  class time. The second hour w i l l  be 
during the eighth week of the quarte r.
What I w i l l  be asking you to  do is  f i l l  out a questionnaire con­
cerning your re la t io n sh ip  w ith  your f r ie n d .  At the end o f  the quarter 
I w i l l  schedule a session th a t you can attend i f  you wish where I w i l l  
explain exactly  what I have done, why, and what the resu lts  are.
There is  no need to commit yo u rse lf  now. Think o f  a fr ie nd  o f 
the same sex who might be able and w i l l in g  to p a r t ic ip a te  as w e ll .
Talk i t  over w ith  them. I w i l l  come back a t  the beginning o f next 





Sign-up Sheet INCO 111
My name is John Cote and I am a graduate student in  Interpersonal 
Communication. I am working on my master's thes is . I'm in terested 
in  f ind ing  out how th is  class e ffe c ts  important interpersonal re ­
la t io nsh ip s . What I'm doing now is  looking fo r  subjects in  INCO 111 
who might be w i l l in g  to p a r t ic ip a te  in  my experiment. I f  you were to 
p a r t ic ip a te  i t  would require about two hours o f  your time, and.about 
two hours o f a fr iends time as w e ll .  The f i r s t  hour w i l l  be next week 
outside o f class time. The second hour w i l l  be during the eighth 
week o f the quarter.
What I w i l l  be asking you to do is  f i l l  out a questionnaire 
concerning your re la t io n sh ip  w ith  your f r ie n d .  At the end o f  the 
quarter I w i l l  schedule a session tha t you can attend i f  you wish 
where I w i l l  explain exactly  what I have done, why, and what the 
resu lts  are.
There is no need to commit you rse lf  now. Think o f  a fr ie n d  of 
the same sex who might be able and w i l l in g  to p a r t ic ip a te  as w e ll .
Talk i t  over w ith them. I w i l l  come back a t the beginning o f  next 




P r e t e s t  D i r e c t i o n s  F o r  110 and 111 S u b j e c t s
THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY
You have agreed to p a r t ic ip a te  in th is  experiment, and have 
suggested the name o f  another person who is  w i l l in g  to  aid as w e l l .
We are in te rested in  the kinds o f  changes which take place in r e la t io n ­
ships over time. Thus, the other person is  being asked to f i l l  out 
the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory as he/she perceives your 
re la t io n sh ip .  Another area o f great in te re s t  however, is  how accurate 
interpersonal perception is  in important re la t io n sh ip s ,  and does th is  
accuracy o f perception change over time as well? In an attempt to  
answer these questions you are being asked to f i l l  out the fo llow ing  
questionnaire. I t  is  a modified version o f the Barrett-Lennard 
Relationship Inventory, s im i la r  to the questionnaire being f i l l e d  
out by the other person you have asked to p a r t ic ip a te  in the study.
A l l  information in  these questionnaires is  t o t a l l y  c o n f id e n t ia l .  
You w i l l  not be allowed to see the resu lts  o f  the other persons 
questionnaire, nor w i l l  they see yours. I f  you have any questions 
you can leave word fo r  me a t  the INCO departmental o f f ic e ,  or ca l l  
me at 549-0328 or 243-2176. Again, thank you fo r  your p a r t ic ip a t io n .
DIRECTIONS: On the fo llow ing  pages, a v a r ie ty  o f ways tha t one person
could fee l about another person are l is te d .  Please consider each 
statement w ith  respect to whether you th ink  i t  is  true or not true in  
your present re la t io n sh ip  w ith  the person you asked to  p a r t ic ip a te .
Mark each statement in  the l e f t  margin according to  how strong ly  
you fee l i t  is  true or not true. PLEASE MARK EVERY ONE. Write in  a 
+1, +2, +3, -1 , -2 , -3 to stand fo r  the fo llow ing  answers:
+1: I feel th a t i t  is  probably true or more true than untrue
+2: I fee l i t  is  true .
+3: I s trong ly  fee l i t  is  true.
-1: I fee l i t  is  probably untrue or more untrue than true .
-2: I fee l th a t i t  is  not true .
-3: I s trong ly  fee l tha t i t  is  not true .
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P r e t e s t  D i r e c t i o n s  f o r  S i g n i f i c a n t  O t h e r s
THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY.
Interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  are known to change over time. You 
have been asked to p a r t ic ip a te  in an experiment by a person w ith  whom 
you w i l l  in te ra c t  frequently  during the quarter. We wish to  discover 
how re la t ionsh ips  do change over the period o f the quarter. As a 
re s u l t  you are being asked to  f i l l  out the fo llow ing  questionnaire 
w ith  regard to the re la t io n sh ip  you have w ith the person who asked 
you to p a r t ic ip a te .  These questions comprise the Barrett-Lennard 
Relationship Inventory which has been used frequently  to measure the 
q u a l i ty  o f important re la t io n sh ip s . Some o f the questions may not 
appear to apply in the re la t io n sh ip  in question. However, please 
t r y  to answer every question as c a re fu l ly  as you can.
A l l  o f the information tha t is  obtained from these questionnaires 
is  t o t a l l y  c o n f id e n t ia l .  The person who asked you to  p a r t ic ip a te  
w i l l  not see the questionnaire you f i l l e d  out. The information w i l l  
be used in two ways. F i r s t ,  i t  w i l l  be studied to discover the q u a l i ty  
o f the re la t io n sh ip  involved. Second, the other person w i l l  be 
f i l l i n g  out a modified copy o f th is  inventory in which he/she ,w i l l  be 
attempting to p red ic t how you have f i l l e d  out th is  inventory fo r  
him/her, to  te s t  the accuracy o f h is /he r perception.
I f  you have any questions you can leave a message fo r  me in  the 
INCO departmental o f f ic e ,  or c a l l  me a t 549-0328, or 243-2176. Again 
thank you very much fo r  your p a r t ic ip a t io n .
DIRECTIONS: On the fo llow ing  pages, a v a r ie ty  o f ways tha t one person
could fee l about another person are l is te d .  Please consider each 
statement w ith  respect to whether you th in k  i t  is  true  or not true in  
your present re la t io n sh ip  w ith  the person who asked you to p a r t ic ip a te .  
Mark each statement in the l e f t  margin according to  how s trong ly  you 
fee l i t  is  true or not tru e . PLEASE MARK EVERY ONE. Write in  a
+1, +2, + 3 , . - l ,  -2 , or -3 to stand fo r  the fo llow ing  answers:
+1: I fee l tha t i t  is  probably true  or more true than untrue.
+2: I fee l i t  is  true .
+3: I s trong ly  fee l th a t i t  is  true .
-1: I fee l i t  is  probably untrue, or more untrue than true.
-2: I fee l tha t i t  is not true .
- 3 :  I s t r o n g l y  f e e l  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  t r u e .
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P o s t t e s t  D i r e c t i o n s  Fo r  110 and 111 S u b j e c t s
THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY
The inventory you are completing is  the same one you completed 
a t the beginning o f the study. We are s t i l l  in te rested in  looking 
a t the q u a l i ty  o f important interpersonal re la t io n sh ip s .  Over the 
la s t  f iv e  weeks, your re la t io n sh ip  w ith the person you asked to 
p a r t ic ip a te  may have changed. I t  may be b e t te r ,  i t  may be worse. 
Regardless, t r y  to answer a l l  the questions as accurate ly as you 
can, on the basis o f your re la t ion sh ip  today.
As in the previous questionnaire, a l l  in formation obtained w i l l  
be held in s t r i c t  confidence. The person you have asked w i l l  not be 
allowed to see your responses, nor, w i l l  you be allowed to see th e irs .  
The in te n t  o f th is  questionnaire is  to see how accurate ly you per­
ceive the fee lings and b e l ie fs  o f the other person.
I f  you have any questions regarding e i th e r  the questionnaire or 
the experiment, please do not hes ita te  to  contact me. Just leave a 
note in  my mail box in the Interpersonal Communication o f f ic e .
Did you and your fr ie n d  discuss the la s t  questionnaire?
YES NO
I f  yes, what sorts o f  things were said?__________________________
DIRECTIONS: On the fo llow ing  pages, a v a r ie ty  o f ways tha t one
person could fee l about another person are l is te d .  Please consider 
each statement w ith  respect to whether you th ink  i t  is  true or not 
true  in your present re la t io n sh ip  w ith  the person you asked to 
p a r t ic ip a te .  Mark each statement in the l e f t  margin according to how
strong ly  you fee l i t  is  true or not tru e . PLEASE MARK EVERY ONE.
Write in a +1, +2, +3, -1 , -2 , -3 , to stand fo r  the fo llow ing  answers:
+1: I fee l tha t i t  is  probably true or more true than untrue.
+2: I fee l i t  is  t ru e .
+3: I  s t r o n g l y  f e e l  i t  i s  t r u e .
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-1: I fee l i t  is  probably untrue, or more untrue than true. 
-2: I fee l tha t i t  is  not true .
-3: I s trong ly  fee l tha t i t  is  not true.
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P r e t e s t  D i r e c t i o n s  f o r  S i g n i f i c a n t  O t h e r s
THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY
The inventory tha t you are completing is  the same one you com­
pleted at the beginning o f the study. We are s t i l l  in terested in 
looking at the q u a l i ty  o f  important interpersonal re la t io n sh ip s .
Over the la s t  f iv e  weeks, your re la t io n sh ip  w ith  the person who 
asked you to  p a r t ic ip a te  may have changed. I t  may be b e t te r ,  i t  may 
be worse. Regardless, t r y  to answer a l l  the questions as accurately 
as you can, on the basis o f your re la t io n sh ip  today.
As in  the previous questionnaire, a l l  in formation obtained w i l l  
be held in s t r i c t  confidence. The person who asked you w i l l  not be 
allowed to see your responses, nor w i l l  you be allowed to see th e irs .  
The in te n t  o f th is  questionnaire is  to measure your fee lings  and 
b e l ie fs  about the person who asked you to p a r t ic ip a te .
I f  you have any questions regarding e i th e r  the questionnaire or 
the experiment, please do not hes ita te  to contact me. Just leave a 
note in my mail box in the Interpersonal Communication O ff ice .
Did you and your fr ie n d  discuss the la s t  questionnaire?
YES NO
I f  yes, what sorts o f things were said?_________________________
DIRECTIONS: On the fo llow ing  pages, a v a r ie ty  o f  ways tha t one person
could feel about another person are l i s te d .  Please consider each 
statement w ith respect to whether you th ink  i t  is  true or not true  
in your present re la t io n sh ip  w ith  the person who asked you to par­
t ic ip a te .  Mark each statement in  the l e f t  margin according to how 
s trong ly  you feel i t  is  true  or not true . PLEASE MARK EVERY ONE.
Write in  a +1, +2, +3, -1 , -2 , or -3 , to stand fo r  the fo l low ing  answers:
+1: I fee l tha t i t  is  probably true or more true than untrue.
+2: I fee l i t  is  true .
+3 :  I  s t r o n g l y  f e e l  t h a t  i t  i s  t r u e .
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-1: I fee l i t  is  probably untrue, or more untrue than true.
-2: I feel tha t i t  is  not true .
-3: I s trong ly  fee l th a t i t  is  not true.
